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ABSTRACT 
A Study of Variables Which are Associated With 
Successful and Unsuccessful Furloughed 
Prison Inmates 
by 
Sharon Goodwill 
Utah State University, 1978 
Major Professors: Dr. William Dobson and Dr. E. Wayne Wright 
Department: Psychology 
xi 
Tivo types of variables which might be differentially associated 
with the performances of prison inmates while on furloughs were studied. 
They were , 1) demographic data in the central files of inmates known 
to have been successful or unsuccessful on furlough, and 2) personality 
test data taken on groups of inmates who could be expected to be either 
successful or unsuccessful on furlough, given the demographic data 
in the central files which lS found to discriminate betHeen the two 
groups . 
Demographic data was gathered from the files of adult male felons 
housed in correctional institutions in the following states: Virginia, 
Pennsylvania, and . ew York. The selection of subjects was limited to 
those inmates who were eligible for furlough between 1974 and 1977, and 
w11o had been approved and left the institution on at least one occasion. 
Personality test data was obtained from the administration of the 
Minnesota Multiphas ic Personality Inventory, the California Psychological 
Inventory, and the S-0 Rorschach Test to 70 minimum security adult 
male felons, potentially eligible for furlough in the Virginia 
Department of Corrections. 
xii 
The SPSS Subprogram Discriminant, a linear discriminant analysis, 
run on the total number of known furlough success and failure cases, 
produced a discriminant function containing the following variables 
in order of their contributions to the total equation: Length of 
Tenn, To Whom Furloughed, Relationship to Parole Eligibility, Months 
Served Prior to Furlough, Emotional Maturity, Number of Parole Violations, 
Number of Prior Furloughs, and ~,!ari tal Status. These variables 
correctly classified the furlough success and failure cases 73 % of the 
time. Another linear discriminant analysis run on only those cases 
from the Virginia Department of Corrections produced a discriminant function 
containing the following variables in order of their contributions to 
the total equation: To \ftlhom Furloughed, Marital Status, Number of 
Prior Furloughs, Jvlonths to Discharge Date, Total Number of Convictions, 
and Emotional ~~turity . These variables correctly classified the furlough 
success and failure cases 71% of the time. 
The following personality test scales and/or factors shmved 
significant differences in means between the potential furlough success 
and failure groups: Panton's special HviPI scales - Habitual Criminal 
Scale (HC), Prison Adjustment Scale (Ap) , and Escapism Scale (Es); 
the CPI Factor II Scales- Responsibility (Re), Socialization (So), 
Tolerance (To), Good Impression (Gi), and the Factor III Scale-
Achievement via Confonnity (Ac); five S-0 Rorschach factors- F-, 
M, H, P, and Fch. 
The generalized conclusions drruvn from these results suggest 
that it is possible to develop a discrirnin~r::::.. ,-c f unction which can 
correctly classify inmates into furlough success and failure groups 
at l eas t 70% of the time, on the basis of de1nographic variables 
found in inmate central files. Secondly, personality test data 
suggest that there are measurable differences in personality 
characteristics between inmates likely to succeed on furlough and 
those most likely to fail . 
(237 pages) 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Problem Statement 
Inmate classification is an integral part of both state and 
federal criminal correctional systems. The categories into which 
an inmate is placed detennine where he will be housed, the type of 
activities he will engage in, and the privileges he will be given . 
Though the importance of correct classification is universally 
recognized, steps to improve the accuracy of the decision-making 
process are limited by a shortage of trained personnel, incomplete or 
inadequate information in inmate files, the restrictive realities of 
agency needs, and severely limited available alternatives (Sirico , 
1972). 
While errors in classification pertaining to an inmat e 's position 
within the confines of the correctional institution can precipitate 
behavioral disturbances and reduce the effectiveness of available 
rehabilitative programs (Gibbons, 1965) , errors in decisions regarding 
an inmate's ability or commitn1ent to function successfully in programs 
that allow him to leave the institution and go into the outside 
community lead to much more serious outcomes . Such errors facilitate 
escape attempts, additional criminal activity, threats and acts of 
violence toward the community, and generate negative public sentiment 
which can severely cripple all types of community involvement 
programs (Serrill , 1975). Therefore, if such programs are to continue 
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fw1ctioning, procedures by which inmates are selected to participate 
in them must become increasingly accurate in discriminating between 
those inmates who will perform successfully and those who will not. 
And this accuracy must be achieved through increased understanding 
of what behavioral and dispositional attributes make for a successful 
performance, rather than increasingly conservative selection criteria, 
if the original intent of the temporary release program is to be 
preserved . The present study addresses itself to a facet of this 
issue in connection with one type of temporary inmate release program, 
"the furlough ." 
There are two temporary release programs widely used across the 
country that are based on close involvement with the outside community . 
They are usually referred to as "work-release" and "furlough." These 
programs attempt to bridge the gap between the extremes of total 
confinement in an institution and the relative freedom of parole. 
Although it has not yet been demonstrated that these programs aid 1n 
preparing an inmate for r eintegration into the community as measured 
by subsequent performance (Johnson, 1969), they do offer benefits to 
both the inmate and the correctional agency in the form of increased 
incentive, diminished contact with an institutional environment, 
and opportunities to appraise a participant's preparedness to assume 
the responsibilities of parole . 
The furlough program differs from the work-release program mainly 
in the following respects: Furl oughs are unstructured three-day 
periods during which an inmate spends all of his t ime in close 
association with family and/or friends . Following t his, he must 
return to the institutional environment on his OMl recognizance to 
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continue serving his sentence. The irunate does not engage in pre-
structured activity of any kind. He does not return to a supervised 
setting each night. He cannot make definite plans for the future 
or reestablish himself in the corrununity in any way. He is exposed 
to the problems of his family and friends but has no way, financially 
or otherwise, of dealing with these problems in a direct solution-
oriented fashion. 
Work-releasees generally are required to be within a year of 
parole eligibility. They are housed in a minimum security community-
based institution and go from there to work in the community and 
from work back to the institution. The majority of the money they 
make is placed in an account for them and can be used in various 
predesignated ways. The basic similarity in the two programs is in 
their involvement in, and dependency on, the outside corrununity. 
Most of the research that deals 1vith variables related to 
success or failure of prison inmates participating in temporary release 
programs in directed toward work-release. Types of work-release 
programs have been in existence longer than furlough programs, the 
latter only dating back to 1969 (Serrill, 1975; Vera Institute of 
Justice, 1976) . This research , directed toward isolating such 
var iables, is minimal with respect to work-release, but almost non-
existent with respect to the furlough program. In a June, 1976 
state-of-the-art review conducted by the National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, it was found that there is a 
paucity of information regarding the operation of furlough programs, 
and the maintenence of annual s~a istics in lieu of true research 
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efforts. The f~~ states that have attempted further evaluation have 
limited their efforts to descriptive, impressionistic evaluation of the 
program . Program issues were found to be limited to,and revolve around, 
public safety, eligibility, failure rate assessment techniques, impact 
on the institution, and selected legal issues relating to escape, due 
process, and the right to f urloughs . Programs were generally adopted 
on a procedural basis with obtaining a furlough as the goal (Univer sity 
of Alabama, 1976; Criminal Justice Research, 1975; National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service , 1977 ; National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency , 1977) . 
The problem, therefore, lS a l ack of information as to what variabl es 
are associated with success or failure of inmates participating in the fur-
lough progTam . The variables examined in the present study were demographic 
information from the central files of inmates who had participated 
in the furlough program, and data from psychological tests given to 
two groups of inmates -- -one group that was expected to fail on furlough 
and one group that was expected to succeed, based on the information ln their 
central files that corresponded with knov.'ll. successes and failures. 
These types of variables, past history and current psychological 
orientat ion , are believed to be the best indicators of future behavior. 
~~rpose and Objectives 
The purpose of this study was two-fold; one, to identify factors 
ln past history which best discriminated betweensuccessful and un-
successful previously furloughed inmates; and two, to investigate 
per sonality traits of inmat es who had not experienced success or 
5 
failure on furlough but whose pas t histories were most similar to those 
for whom success or failure 1vas knmvn. 
The following questions were asked: (1) Are there demographic 
ana biographical items from among the information contained in an 
inmate's central file that are consistently associated 1vith past 
success or failure on furlough? (2) Is it possible to obtain classi -
fication equations which can be used to correctly discriminate between 
these previously successful and unsuccessful furlough participants 
at least 70% of the time? (3) Are there differences in personality 
characteristics, as measured by performance on the CPI, ~~I, and 
S-0 Rors~hach , associated with inmates who are eligible but have not 
gone on furlough and who have more than a 70% chance of success, and 
inmates in the same pre-furlough group who have l ess than a 20% 
estimated chance of success, as determined by the discriminant function 
developed ln answer to question (2)? The information to be gained 
by answering this last question was more useful than similar information 
gained from a sub-set of the original post-furlough kno1vn successes 
and failures . If the post-furlough group were us ed , the sample would 
have been drmvn from a population different from the one on 1vhom 
eventual predict ive measures might be applied . 
Limitations of the Study 
The paucity of research done on variables affecting an inmate 's 
success or failure in temporaTy ... --l ease rograms is due only in part 
to the short time in which such programs have been in operation. The 
l imi ted research funds available to adult correctional services are 
being used to investigate initial classification procedures for 
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inmates coming into the prison system. Other monies have traditionally 
gone into upgrading the decision-making process of granting vs. 
denying parole (Criminal Justice Research, 1975). In addition, there 
are major difficulties in the mechanics of the research itself in 
the area of temporary release programs. States differ widely in 
selection procedures and suitability requirements for participation in 
temporary release . With respect to furlough, 
.some agencies ban from consideration all offenders con-
victed of violent crimes, while others include them. Some 
only consider those who are in the last sixty days, or six 
months , or one year, before their expected release date, 1vhile 
others consider anyone whom they judge to have proven himself 
trustworthy ... In a number of jurisdictions. an inmate must 
give a specific reason for wanting a furlough, such as employ-
ment interview, college or vocational school application, to 
attend church, to give a talk before some community group, to 
visit a sick relative, or to attend a son's or daughter's 
graduation or wedding. Those agencies with the larges t furlough 
programs, however, send the greatest number of offenders home 
simply to visit their families. (Serrill, 1975, p . 54) 
Added to the above, recent federal legislation protecting pr1son inmates 
against invasions of privacy make unbiased sampling procedures very 
difficult if not impossible. Inmate files and records are generally 
accessible only to certain employees within the correctional system, 
and these are often poorly organized due to increasing prison popula-
tions and lack of adequate secretarial services. Thus, it is 
difficult to find reliable biographical intormat:on on a large number 
of inmates because of insufficient funds for the purpose and the number of 
man-hours required to gather such data. Lastly, individuals in a 
correctiona.l setting are not noted for their veracity in situations 
wherein they believe one type of response will be more to their future 
benefit than another . 
Some of the above difficulties were encountered ln the present 
study and will be discussed in detail as they apply. 
Definition of Terms and Glossary of Abbreviations 
7 
The technical terminology employed herein is in connection with the 
three personality tests discussed in the literature review and results 
sections. The following are brief descriptions of each test, their 
scale and/or factor labels, and, in parentheses, the abbreviations used 
throughout the text in referring to them: 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (i'-1tv1PI). This test consists 
of 566 items . Each item is a statement in the first person, singular , 
to which the testee answers either ''true'' or ''false' r r depending on 
whether he/ she indentifies with the content. The ~IPI was developed 
in a clinical setting and the scales are designed to point up clinical 
types of behavioral pathology as well as general personality characteristics. 
In addition to the 13 standard scales, five scales developed for special 
purposes that apply specifically to prison populations were included 
ln the present study. 
The (L) Scale - items which express sentiments and practices 1vhich, 
while highly valued in this culture, are actually found in very few 
people, if any at all. 
The (F) Scale - items which are almost always answered in the same 
direction by the person representative of the norm in our society. 
Contents vary widely. 
The (K) Scale - items which are used to identify "false negative" 
cases. This scale is used as a correction on the ten clinical scales 
8 
described below because, stated simply, unusually high or lo\v scores 
in comparison with the (F) Scale suggests a conscious attempt to appear 
"better" or "worse" than is actually the case. 
Scale 1 (Hs) - items having to do with bodily function or malfunction. 
The malfunction descriptions tend to be vague and non-specific. 
Scale 2 (D) - items relating to such things as worry, discouragement, 
outlook, and self-esteem. 
Scale 3 (Hy) - items which fall into two types: specific somatic 
complaints, and statements which deny any emotional or interpersonal 
difficulties suggesting a happy acceptance of things in general . 
Scale 4 (Pd) - items having to do with social maladjustment and 
absence of strongly pleasant experiences. 
Scale 5 (.f\1F) - items having to do with interests, vocational choices, 
aesthetic preferences and a passive-active dimension. 
Scale 6 (Pa) - items having to do \vith sensitivity, being easily 
hurt, excessive morality , claimed rationality, denial of suspicion, 
and complaints about the behavior of others . 
Scale 7 (Pt) - items relating to narcissism, magical thinking, 
sadomasochist ic t endencies and feelings of being forced or of being 
unable to resist. 
Scale 8 (Sc) - items include social alienation, isolation, complaints 
of family alienation, bizarre feelings, delusions, somatic symptoms, 
influence of e. "ternal agents, peculiar bodily dysfunction, dis satisfaction 
and depression. 
Scale 9 (Ma) - items having generally to do with expans:;,_,_,eness, 
egotism and irritability. 
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Scale 0 (Si) - items dealing mainly with social part i cipation and 
the introversion- extroversion dimension . 
These st andard ~~WI scales are interpreted in relation to one another 
by putting the scale scores on a graph creating a "profile" with peaks 
and valleys . (See "An Introduction t o :1'-lHPI Interpr etation" by Robert C. 
Carson , Ph .D. ) . 
The special scales used in this study in addition t o the above are 
the Habitual Criminal Scale (HC) , t he Prison Adjustment Scale (Ap) , the 
Parole Violator Scale (PaV) , the Escapism Scale (Es), and the Recidivis t 
Scale (Rc) . The labels are descriptive of each scale's interpretation. 
California Psychological Inventory (CPII . This t es t ha s the same 
stntcture and organization as the ~Jr'.!PI . In addition , 200 of the 480 
i t erns are taken directly from the }.~!PI . The major difference m the two 
tests is that t he CPI \vas not developed for use in a clinical setting but 
directed at personality characteristics "which have a wide and pervasive 
applicability to human behavior, and which in addition are related to 
the favorable and positive aspects of personality rather than to the morbid 
and pathological" (Gough, 1969 , p . 5) . Eighteen scales are score:d on the 
CPI. Each scale covered a facet of interpersonal psychology, the whole 
of which is intended to proviJe a comprehensive survey of an individual 
from a social interaction point of view. The scales are grouped into 
four clases for convenience of interpretation. 
Class I. Measures of poise, ascen ancv , self-assurance, and 
interpersonal adequacy. 
1. Dominance (Do) 
2. Capac ity for St a tus (Cs) 
3. Sociability (Sy) 
4. Social Presence (Sp) 
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5. Self-acceptance (Sa) 
6. Sense of Well-being (Wb) 
Class II . r-leasures of socialization, maturity, respons ibility, 
and interpersonal structuring of values. 
7. Responsibility (Re) 
8. Socialization (So) 
9. Self-control (Sc) 
10. Tolerance (To) 
11. Good Impress ion (Gi) 
12. Communality (Cm) 
Class III. r-1easures of achievement potential and intellectual 
efficiency . 
13. Achievement via Conformance (Ac) 
14. Achievement via Independence (Ai) 
15. Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) 
Class IV . ~1easures of Intellectual and Interest Modes . 
16. Psychological-mindedness (Py) 
17. Flexibility (Fx) 
18. Femininity (Fe) 
Structured-Objective Rorschach Test (SORT). This test is based on 
the theoretical rationale developed by Hermann Rorschach in association 
with his widely knmvn and used "ink blot" test. However, ,,,hereas the 
original Rorschach Tes t must be individually administered and interpreted 
by a trained professional, the S-0 Rorschach used in this study is group 
administered and scored automatically by coding the answer sheet according 
to the instructions in the scoring manual by Joic Stone, the developer 
of the SORT. There 1s some question, at this writing and as can be 
seen in the literature review, as to whether or not the ._,ORT "gets at" 
the same personality vari1b~ e5 ~anned by the Rorschach Test in the projec-
tive form. The SORT \vas included in this study in order to shed more 
light on this question and to detern1ine whether or not it might be used 
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in the prison setting as an indicator of difficulty 1n those areas 
tapped by the Rorschach . A description of the SORT can be found on 
page 51 . Stone ' s scoring procedure, which is only marginally applicable 
to the present application of the test, is summarized beginning at the 
bottom of page 57 . 
It is not possible to provide an interpretational framework for 
the Rorschach factors used in the SORT such that the reader not familiar 
with the Rorschach scoring system can understand their significance 
in personality. The Rorschach test has no straightfon~ard interpretation . 
Therefore no attempt at definition of the SORT factors will be made 
herein . 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF TilE LITERATIJRE 
From the literature, there are two types of available research 
which pertain to the present study. One type was aimed at isolating 
demographic variables associated with success or failure in various 
temporary release programs; the purpose being t o objectify the 
decision making process of correctional classification boards. 
Currently there is no definitive research of this type aimed directly 
at the furlough program. However , there are three studies on work-
release. 
The second type of study relevant here addresses itself to per-
sonality characteristics, behavioral tendencies and conditions of in-
mates involved in one phase or another of the temporary release program. 
THo investigations of this nature are reported here. However, both 
of them were informally conducted and the results obtained can only 
be seen as suggesting possibilities rather than probabilities. For 
this reason, three more studies of personality characteristics of 
prison inmates, for the purpose of classification, are included. These 
studies are not related to temporary release programs but are intended 
to provide data for the eventual developmcJlt of the system of topology 
applicable to prison populations. 
Demographic Variables 
Demographic variables associated with an inmate's proneness to 
escape while on furlough. The ~Bssachusetts Department of Corrections 
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(O't~alley, 1974) conducted an analysis of the first ten months of their fur-
lough program to detennine the characteristics of those for whom escape 
warrents were issued, and of those who encountered difficulty. 
Reliable risk factors could not be developed. However, four variables 
were found to be strongly associated with encountering difficulty --
offense , months to parole eligibility, age at furlough, and history of 
drug abuse. 
The California Department of Corrections (1974) also studied the 
background and personal characteristics of escapees and absconders to 
detennine factors to be considered in evaluating an inmate's proneness 
toward escape attempts . They found extensive criminal background, 
property offenses , history of escape, and being white to be the most 
powerful fac t ors associated with likelihood of escape behavior . They 
found age to be a factor of lesser importance \vith those on the young 
side of 33 being more likely to have a disposition to escape . 
Demographic variables associated 1vith an inmate's success or 
failure on work-release. The earliest procedure t o detennine success 
in work-release was an investigation by the District of Columbia 
Department of Corrections in 1971. This study us ed a sample of 879 male 
felon and misdemeanant work-release participants. The data consisted 
of 120 variables which, when analyzed , indicated that success in work-
release could be predicted, with a high degree of efficiency by 
incorporating 17 of these characteristics into a "predictive s .:hen.s. ." 
This strategy was never utilized, however, due to shifting administra-
tive philosophies . (Further details of this study are ~ ~ ~ Jblically 
available , presumably because of the need to prevent this kind of 
information from being disseminated among the prison population or 
advocates thereof.) 
Brookhart , Ruark, and Scoven (1976) conducted a study similar 
to the present one using 21 variables on a population of 250 adult 
14 
male felons who had participated in the work-release program of the 
Virginia Department of Corrections. Of the participants, 119 were 
considered to have successfully completed the program (to expiration of 
sentence or release on parole), and 131 to have been unsuccessful 
(due to violations of regulations, new offenses, or escape). Analysis 
of the data, with a linear discriminant technique similar to multiple 
r egression, indicated that successful participants could be correctly 
distinguished from unsuccessful participants approximately 70% of the 
time utilizing eight of the pre-program characteristics . They were 
as follows: 
(1) Emotional Maturity - a rating from 1 to 7 depending on the amount 
of pathological behavior reported in the inmates central file; 
(2 ) Relationship to Parole Eligibility - the munber of months re-
maining until the inmate would be considered for parole; 
(3) Number of Adjustment Reports - the number of reports in the In-
mate's central file which indicated that he had violated the 
regulations of the institution in which he was housed; 
(4) Time to Discharge - the number of years and months remaining of 
the sentence the inmate is currently serving; 
(5) l\Tumber of Total Convictions - total number of a2_ _ arrests that 
resulted in convictions contained in the inmate ' s file; 
(6) Number of Felony Convictions - only those arrests that resulted 
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in felony convictions contained in the inmate's file (this 
excludes convictions for misdemeanors); 
(7) Type of Offense - offense for which the inmate is currently 
incarcerated (all convictions are formally named and coded 
according to type of offense); 
(8) Occupation - the type of job typically held by the inmate as 
stated in the pre-sentence report contained in the inmate's 
file. 
Another similar study was conducted by the Vera Institute of 
Justice (December, 1976) for the New York State Department of Correc-
tional Services . This research was undertaken to identify those 
characteristics in the file of an applicant for the temporary release 
program which were associated with and could help predict success 
in the program. Samples of men and women were analyzed separately. 
(Only the sample of males will be reporteJ here as the present study 
does not include female inmates.) The male sample was made up of 
all residents at Edgecombe Correctional Facility, a Department work-
release facility in Manhatten, who completed or were removed from 
t emporary release from August, 1974 through April, 1975. 146 men 
were studied . 
The Vera Institute study is the most comprehensive of its kind 
available. Its salient features will, therefore, be reported in some 
detail. 
T\vo types of data were collected for each i ndi ':idual in the 
sample: (1) information known at the time of application for 
temporar~ releas e that mi ht be useful in predicting perfor-
mance in the program, and (2) measures of success or failure in 
temporary release. Predictor data examined were of three kinds: 
demographic variables (such as age, education, occupational 
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history and marital status), criminal history (juvenile record, 
number of felony convictions, previous parole or probation 
violations, and so on), and behavior in Department facilities 
prior to application such as disciplinary behavior and program 
participation . 
The success and failure measures were chosen against the 
background of the general goals of temporary release . . . 
One category of success measures focused on the participant's 
performance during work-release itself---whether the individual 
found and kept a job, avoided disciplinary problems at the 
temporary release facility, and did not abscond or get arrested. 
Since one goal of temporary r elease is to facilitate inmate re-
integration into society, other success measures examined the 
participant's performance aft er completion of the program, while 
on parole. As with temporary release performance, parole per-
formance ivas measured by employment, avoidance of re-arrest or 
abscondance , and so on. In view of the transitional nature of 
temporary release, an additional success measure \vas continuity 
from temporary release to parole: did the inmate keep his work 
release job (or change to a better one), or did he quit his job 
soon after being paroled and have only sporadic work history 
thereafter? (pp . 6-7) 
The types of data were analyzed by examining the relationships 
between each predictor variable and the various measures of success 
and/or failure . "For the most part, crosstabulation was used" to 
explore these r elationships. The strongest predictors of progrilln success 
or failure were identified, and those variables whose predictive ability 
was poor or inconsistent were eliminated. The following is a list 
of those variables retained: 
(1) age at entry into work-release 
(2) record of juvenile delinquency 
(3) history of drug addiction 
(4) occupational skill level 
(5) length of most recent employment 
(6) number of dependents 
(7) number of prior arrests 
(8) number of previous convictions 
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(9) number of prior felony convictions 
(10) number of previous misdemeanor convictions 
(11) previous parole or probation violations 
(12) prior incarcerations following a conviction 
(13) outstanding warrents 
(14) convictions for violent crimes against the person 
(15) number of disciplinary infractions for current incarceration 
(16) participation in vocational programs 
(17) record of successful furlough 
The relationship found between these predictor variables and 
program success can be summarized in this way: (1) demographic 
variables that indicate greater personal s t ability (such as 
greater age and length of latest job) and stronger links to the 
community (such as number of dependants) were associated with 
success in the program. (2) Long or involved criminal histories 
were associated with a higher risk of program failure. (3) Fin-
ally, good institutional adjustment >vas associated with program 
success . (p . 15) 
The Vera study goes on t o develop a point system which the New 
York Department of Corrections can conceivably use to screen inmates 
who apply for t emporary release programs. Nevertheless , the above 
summary can be considered representative of the degree of sophistication 
ln isolating variables associated with success or failure of inmates 
in temporary release programs, specifically work-release. 
It can be seen from both the Broohl1art, Ruark, and Scoven study 
and the Vera Instit ute study that certain demographic variables are 
consistently associated with perfonnance on work- release . The 
~Bssachusetts and California studies suggest that the same type of 
variables are operating with respect to furlough performance. This 
would imply that a predictive equation based on demographic variables 
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alone would provide the basis for an adequate selection procedure 
for candidacy in the furlough program. This, however, is not the 
case. 
\Vhen furlough programs were first initiated in 1969 most states 
followed a pattern of r apid expansion in the number of furloughs granted 
during the first few years of operation. However, when criminal 
incidents involving inmates on furlough or work-release began to occur 
there arose an immediate public demand for the curtailment of the 
programs. California's furlough program is typical of this pattern. 
In California, the number of furloughs granted in 1969 was 2,400. 
In 1970, the number rose to 10,000. In 1971 , it jumped again to 
14,000. But late in 1971, a series of criminal incidents occurred . The 
one \vith the most impact involved the alledged shooting of a Los 
Angeles police officer Ly a man on furlough . Despite a vigorous 
defense by the department's Parole Division, California Corrections 
drastically cut back its furlough program. In 1972, the number of 
furloughs granted dropped to 5,000 . In 1973, they dropped to 2,000; 
and in 1974, to 1,100 (Serrill, 1975). 
This trend toward a reduction in furloughs lS still continuing 
as reflected in last year's published statistics for the fourth 
quarter of 1976 in the Washington D. C. Department of Correction. 
During the last quarter of 1976 the number of furloughs granted 
continued to decline (to 2,524) in spite of the grant of 56 
holiday furloughs ... The furlough prosram is declining in t erms 
of the number of furloughs granted, number of regular participants 
and in terms of the percent of the total incarcerated population 
released daily. (D. C. Department of Corrections Furlough 
Report, January , 1977, p. 1) 
The percentage of inmates who fail on furlough either due to 
escape attempts or the comnitrnent of a new crime while on release 
has rarely risen above 3% in most states and currently averages 2% 
or less. The Vera Institute study in New York was not necessarily 
conducted to decrease the number of selections of inmates for 
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temporary release who would fail 1n the program, but to reduce the 
perceived arbitrariness of the selection procedure due to the absence of 
specific criteria governing selection of program participants. The 
New York Department of Corrections has appointed a committee for 
selecting temporary release participants. This is typically the case 
in most states. The Temporary Release Committee makes its decisions 
by reviewing an applicant's case history and then forming its o>m 
intuitive judgement as to whether the applicant should be accepted or 
not. This system produces frustration and tens ion for both inmates 
and TRC members, thus the felt need for objective criteria in 
order to reduce the burden of revie\ving large numbers of applicants 
and the opposing pressures from inmates and comnunity officials as 
to the direction of decisions made. 
Personality Characteristics 
Personality characteristics related to inmate success or failure 
on work-release . There is a major problem in selecting inmates for 
participatiun in temporary release that the development of a predictive 
schema based on demographic variables alone does not solve. Those 
inmates most in need of the program are also most likely to fail 
according to the analyses of demographic variables . The Vera Institute 
study found that the point system which was the stronges t indicator 
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of success in temporary release "screened out individuals most in 
need of the program" (p. 23) . Only 19% of the automatically accepted 
group were unskilled l aborers who would benefit most from work-release 
experience. And only 17% of the automatically accepted group were 
twenty-s:Dc or younger at the time of their acceptance into the work-
release or educational release program. A point system based on 
demographic variables screens out younger inmates •~ith no skills and 
poor work histories from participation in work-release. For this 
reason , it seems necessary to search for other types of variables. 
A series of pilot studies conducted on work-release by Kantola 
(1977) and published in the Australian and Ne\.v Zealand Journal of 
Criminology focused on the variables of conflict behavior and temporal 
organization. The 32 subjects used in this study were inmates of an 
Australian prison or Australian work-release hostels. Among the 
specific characteristics tested were inmates' mode of conflict res-
olution, ability to delay gratification, orientation to the future, 
time estimation , and feelings of failure. Preliminary results showed 
that the failure prone work-releasee is more likely to be a recidivist, 
is more likely to have had a prior escape attempt, has maladaptive 
modes of conflict resolution, and is less likely to delay gratification. 
Measures of temporal experience proved to be less useful. 
In 1976 Goodwill employed the following test battery in providing 
psychological assessments of work-release candidates : ~~WI , Bender 
Gestalt Visual-~1otor Test , Thematic Arr::rcert ~ ~- Test , D1·a·.:-a-ferson , 
and a structured intervi -,-,; . After administering the test battery, she 
recorded her results and observations, including predictive statements 
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about each inmate's expected perfonnance on work-release and what 
sort of treatment program might be helpful in facilitating his 
adjustment. She compared this report with each inmate's central file 
and, whenever possible with his actual behavior on work-release. This 
infonnal study suggested that a realistic orientation to the future, 
awareness of and ready access to coping techniques, self-concept in 
comparison to concept of others, and degree of perceptual-motor 
rigidity could be variables that might prove relevant to work-release 
success or failure. 
Other relevant studies of personality characteristics of 
incarcerated inmates. The following three studies were not directed at 
isolating variables associated with success or failure in temporary 
release programs. They were aimed at deriving a taxonomic system for 
initial classification of inmates coming into the correctional system. 
These studies utilized personality, and otl1er , test scores to provide 
data from which a system of classification could be developed. It is 
conceivable that those t ests and procedures used 1n this connection 
might also prove useful in identifying personality characteristics 
associated with perfonnance in the furlough program. 
The most recent and also the most thorough investigation into 
the use of personality variables in the classification of inmates in 
the prison setting was conducted over a seven year period by Edwin 
Megargee at the Federal Correctional Institution in Tallahassee, 
Florida. This is a medium security prison for youthful offenders 
between the ages of 18 and 27. Since this is the age group most 
discriminated against in predictive schemas based solely on demographic 
variables, personality variables \vhich apply to this age range are 
of the most interest in connection with furlough performance . 
In 1970 0!egargee randomly drew 300 MHPI profiles from a data 
pool of approximately 2,500 ~~WI's administered to all inmates at 
t he Federal Correctional Institute as part of an intake battery. 
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These profiles were divided into three samples of 100 protocols each . 
Each sample was then subjected to a profile analysis using Veldman's 
(1967) program, "H-Group." This is a computer program that combines 
data into naturally similar groups of individuals (rather than scales) , 
maximizing the average intergroup distance and minimizing the average 
intragroup distance . If there are any natural groupings in the data, 
then there should be a point at which an optimum mnnber of groups is 
reached . This would be the point wherein the error variance within 
groups is the smallest and the differ ences between groups is the 
largest. For i'-legargee' s data, the optimal number of groups for each of 
the three subsamples proved to be 8, 9, and 8 respectively. 
i'-legargee and his associate, James Meyer, next compared the 
groupings obtained in each subsample . "All the profiles in each sub-
group ·were plotted simultaneously on separate jvjjvfPI profile sheets , using 
a different color or pattern ... for each individual case . The Welsh 
codes of the individuals in each subgroup were also recorded" (p. 120). 
The investigators independently examined the profiles of the subgroups 
in each sample in order to match similar subgroups across samples . 
Lastly, for each subgroup, rules were established \vhich described 
this group as completely as possible with r egard to Welsh code , scale 
elevations, phase characteristics, and overall profile slope. ~ine 
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profile types were ult imat ely isolated. It was found that, Hhen 85 
new profiles were selected from the prison population , the two 
investigators were able to sort them into one of the nine groups with 
87% agreement li1 the sortings . The attachment of meaningful labels 
or behavioral definitions to the nine groups was purposely avoided at 
this stage of the investigation (Meyer and Megargee, 1972) . 
The next phase of Magargee ' s effort to formulate a reliable 
classification system for prison inmates, using t he ~h\IPI, involved 
collaboration \vith Brent Dorhout in the development of a computer 
program \vhich could classify ~f.IPI profiles into the previously developed 
categories . The result was a set of rules which differed in complexity 
and specificity from the .Meyer-.Megargee rules, but which could be 
embodied in a computer program able to classify profiles with 91% 
accuracy, using ~!egargee ' s independent classifications as the criterion. 
This research effort, beginning in 1971, took place over a three to 
four year period and r esulted in ten groupings rather than the original 
nine (Negargee and Dorhout, 1977). 
In }!egargee ' s last study (Megargee and Bohn, 1977), he reports 
tl1e characteristics of ten groups of youthful male offenders defined 
on the basis of their MMPI profile characteristics . The sample was 
1,214 youthful male offenders admitted to the Federal Correctional 
Institution over a two year period from 1970 to 1972 , and classified 
according to the syst ii1 Jeve loped by~:.:::<>,:.::-"';::; :::r-.d Dcrhout. 
During the first two weeks following entry into the prison system, 
those inmates that were likely to remain for three months or more were 
given the following battery of tests: the Beta I. Q., the G.-\TB-G, 
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and the SAT to measure academic and intellectual level; the Itkin's 
(1952) Attitude toward the Hother and Attitude toward the Father 
scales, Spielberger, Lushene, and Gorsuch's (1970) State Anxiety and 
Trait NL~iety scales for the STAI, Quay and Peterson's (1967) scales for 
Neurotic , Subcultural, and Psychopathic Delinquency for the POS, 
Ballard et al . 's (1963) scale of Interpersonal Maturity for the IPI, 
and Young's (1973) Prisonization measure modeled after \Vheeler's (1961) 
scale to measure personality and attitude. In addition, all 18 scales 
of Gough's (1960) California Psychological Inventory (CPI) were 
included. 
Along '~ith the above test battery, an hour-long structured 
interview was administered to each inmate by his team psychologist. 
These interviews were taped and subsequently scored on approximately 
250 items by independent raters. Presentence investigation reports 
were also rated on approximately 150 items, and Bureau of Prisons 
demographic data sheets were collected and coded. 
"Classificatory data such as race were analyzed by chi-square. 
Continuous measures such as the PSI and interview scales were analyzed 
by means of Duncan's New i\lul tiple Range Test, which provided overall 
significance levels as well as the significance of the differences 
among the individual groups" (p. 157) . 
Of the results, the psychological test data is of the most 
interest in connection with the present study. 
A total of 27 psychometric scales were analyzed by 
me8ns of the Duncan i\lultiple Range Test. Highly significant 
differences (among the ten groups) were found on all 27 measures. 
All 18 of the CPI scales discriminated significantly among the 
ten groups. The order of the group means varied somewhat from 
factor to factor, but was generally consistent within each 
factor (p. 165) . 
At this point i n his research, Megargee examined each group 
"in an attempt to delineate it's characteristics. . " The overa ll 
descriptions derived from the personality tests for each group are 
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as follows, but Megargee notes, "It should be emphasized that t hese 
descriptions will be modal characterizations of the hypothetical 
average number of each group . Individual members of these groups can 
be expected to vary considerably from these stereotypes ... It should 
also be remembered that this is a dynamic system , and that an 
individual's group membership will change to reflect developments in 
his personality over the course of time" (p. 167-168) . Megargee 
discusses each group in order beginning with the group having "the 
most benign f.li'IPI profile" and preceding in order of deviance to the most 
elevated profile. 
The following are selected excerpts t aken from ivlegargee 's 
descriptions of each of the ten ~~IPI groupings . They are included 
here for the purpose of providing test results and personality des-
criptions against which the performances of the inmates tested in the 
present s tudy can be compared . Megargee provides the most comprehensive 
discussion of the types of individuals incarcerated in correctional 
institutions avail able in recent years that is based, in large part, 
on test data. All group l abels are entirely arbitrary . They consist 
of words beginning with the first ten l etters of the alphabet. 
The first group , l abeled "Group Item," was viewed by the examining 
psychologist as "outgo ing, friendly, and non-aggressive, and as the 
group that was most adaptable to the environment." These men were not 
necessarily passive but were seen as "less assertive and dominant 
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than those in the other groups" (p. 174). Of the ten groups, group 
Item has the most benign ~1MPI profile . 
The CPI data . . . show group Item to have a generally average 
profile, a finding consistant with the M!v!PI. Like the overall 
FCI population, Item had low scores on responsibility (Re) and 
socialization (So), .. . although their scores were significantly 
higher than all the other groups except Easy. These data show 
that although the men in group Item are basically normal, 
nonetheless a substantial number of them share with the rest 
of the FCI population a deviant value system-a lack of social 
maturity and socialization that is no doubt partly responsible 
for their criminal behavior. . 
The CPI factors show that although Group Item is one of 
the best adjusted groups, they are not as ascendant, dominant, 
or verbally persuasive as those with higher Pd (p. 174). 
After Item, Easy ... is the group with the most benign 
1'11\IPI profile, but there was pronounced "fake-good" tendency 
(F- K = -13) ... The 432 code led to an expectation that Easy 
might be neurotic, but Meyer suggested instead that the men 
in Group Easy might better be classified as "psychopathic 
manipulators" because of their high scores on Quay and Peterson's 
Psychopathy scale . 
The personality tests consistently show Easy to be out-
standing. On 17 of the 27 scales, Easy had the most favorable 
scores ... Easy (has) the least deviance on all three of Quay's 
measures as well as the highest interpersonal maturity level and 
low prisonization. They also have the most favorable parental 
attitudes . As might be expected from a group with hysterical and 
repressive tendancies (as indicated by the elevation on the 1'-ll'IPI 
Hy scale), they are low, but not the lowest, in anxiety. 
On the CPI, Easy comes through as the best adjusted and 
controlled of the ten groups, with the greatest intellectual 
ability and achievement potential . They also had the highest 
scores on the good impression scale, so their favorable t est 
profile must be treated with some skepticism. Although out -
going and sociable, they are not as ascendant and self-confident 
as Group Able. 
Hmvever, these favorable test signs must be interpreted in 
context. After all, all the men in group Easy are incarcerated 
felons. Since the CPI does not indicate that they are victims 
of their impul ses, then one must assume that their offenses 
were rather deliberate . Siilce -;:.\-=..·e are :1~ indications of 
stress or anxiety , it would appear that they are not overtly 
upset at being sent to prison . This could make change 
difficult (p . 177-178) . 
Baker is a relatively small group . .. Their 42 ~11\IPI profile 
is similar in shape but lower in elevation than Group George ' s . 
Baker was one of the five groups studied by ~!eyer, who 
identified it as a neurotic delinquent group . . . It would 
appear .. . that group Baker includes underachievers whose 
intellectual functioning is interfered with , per haps by 
an.'<iet y . . . 
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Although the psychologist did not evaluate Baker as being 
especially aggressive and indicated that they avoid hostile 
confrontations, the men in group Baker nonetheless have more 
than their share of authority conflicts and adapt poorly to the 
environment .. . They tend to be seen as rather constricted 
and withdrawn, passive and unassertive, lacking in sociability, 
dominance, and elan vital . One might infer that their authority 
conflicts are or-a-passive aggressive nature rather than being 
associated with overt confrontations and defiance .. . 
The personality test data .. . show Baker to be more poorly 
adjusted than one would expect from its relatively benign 
Ivf\1PI profile . . . 
The CPI data were remarkably consistent, placing Baker as 
sixth ·highest on almost all the Factor 1 and Factor 3 scales , 
except for flexibility , on which they were the lowest . These 
data indicate below average adjustment, worrying, and considerable 
rigidity. . . 
Baker was one of the l owest groups on the Factor 2 scales, 
thus indicating further their social constrict ion, lack of 
spontaneity and general interpersonal inadequacy, apathy, and 
l ack of drive or ascendancy (pp. 181-182). 
Group Able .. . is charact erized by the classic 49 profile 
so often associated with juvenile delinquency. . . ~·leyer suggested 
that Able represented a subcultural delinquent type. . . 
The CPI shows Able to be active, forceful, and self-assured, 
with a strong drive for ascending coupled with imagination and 
smooth persuasive verbal skills. Unfortunately, t hey l ack the 
patience and achievement motivation necessary to achieve their 
goals through conventional means, as well as the social values 
and internal constraints that might inhibit their impulsive 
hedonism. What emerges, then , is a picture of the Artful Dodger, 
a clever, opportunistic , daring , and amoral person \vho will risk 
taking illegal shortcuts to gr atify his wants as soon as possible . 
Significantly higher than each and every other group on the 
scales for sociability, social presence, and, unfortunate ly, 
self-acceptance, the men in group Able are no doubt charming, 
popular, and manipulative . Having little desire to change , 
they probably feel that the best way to cope with prison is to 
manipulate the staff and parole board . They are no doubt glib 
~~d may appear contrit e , but there are no signs of sincere remorse 
or guilt, and incJrceration- induced changes are apt to be short -
lived once the individual is released . Indeed, given the ir social 
skills , the men in Group Able are probnbly r~ inrorced for their 
attempts to subvert the system and will be reluctant to abandon 
this habit (p . 185-186) . 
(The psychologists' assessment indicated) that men in Group 
George have the characteristics that would make them good lower 
echelon employees in an authoritarian business enterprise. 
They were evaluated as the group lowest in authority conficts, 
low in dominance, and highly adaptable ... 
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The personality test data suggest that some of the elevation 
noted on the ~~I might be a temporary reaction to the stress 
of imprisonment . Although only average in trait anxiety, Group 
George was one of the highest in state anxiety . 
. . . Group George's mean CPI profile was in the deviant 
direction on most scales, ... but the data ... indicate that 
George was generally above the FCI average. It scored at the 
FCI average on the CPI scales assessing social interactions 
and poise; less glib and outgoing than the smooth, articulate 
manipulators with their high Pd scores, but more socially 
poised than one would expect a neurotic offender to be. These 
men are probably better at forming long-term stable relationships 
and less exploitative and hostile than many of the FCI population. 
Thus George emerged as one of the better adjusted groups, with 
a number of significant strengths. They are among the brightest 
and best educated groups, and one of the better socialized. 
Although less verbal and socially ascendant than some of the 
groups, they are better able to form more lasting relationships 
and get alone well with authorities. There are no signs of 
hostility of predisposition to agressive or violent behavior. 
Although there are 'flO data, one suspects an economic motive for 
their offenses . It seems possible that the men in Group George 
got involved in crime as a calculated risk, and that they could 
be deterred from further offenses if (a) apprehension and 
punishrhent were swift and certain and (b) alternative mecms 
of ea1~ing an equivalent living could be provided (p . 188-190). 
As we move from group George to group Delta, we make a 
trans1t1on from moderately elevated profiles to clearly deviant, 
highly elevated profiles; consequently , we expect the seriousness 
of the criminal behavior and the complexity of the associated 
psychological problems to increase markedly. In the case of 
Delta, with its single massive Pd spike, we expect to find 
individuals who are . . . hedonistic, amoral people with little 
ability to postpone gratification or control their impulses, but 
-without the entrenched hostil ity and alienation found in those 
with other scales, 11otably Sc, elevated in addition to Pd . 
The Pd spike also suggests a person who is charming, intelligent, 
and manipulative, who has little an.'<iety or guilt, and who, 
given his own way, would have few problems, although he would 
make life miserable for everyone else . The data suggest tha ::: 
these expectations are all correct .. . 
Group Delta, despite its long history of illegal and anti-
social behavior, does have some significant strengths. They 
appear reasonably brig, t and articulate, ambitious and assertive, 
and do not have a compulsive need to hurt others , as do some of 
the other groups. Their basic problem is an overriding need to 
have their own way, coupled with a moral myopia that fails to 
inhibit them from choosing illegal means to accomplish their 
ends; indeed the element of risk and excitement may lead them 
to prefer illegal to legal methods (p. 191-193). 
Group Jupiter is the only group that was not identified 
in the initial hierarchical profile analysis , perhaps because 
groups accounting for less than 5% of the profil es were dis -
carded. . . 
There are two trends in the collateral data, both of 
which make it difficult to delineate Jupiter as precisely as 
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\ve would like. The first trend is for Group Jupiter to appear 
worse on the personality test data than they do on self-reports 
or observations by the probation officer or psychologist. The 
second is that men in this group appear to be doing better than 
one would expect from background and test data . It appears 
that, unlike some of the groups that appear to be composed of 
underachievers, Group Jupiter includes men who are rising above 
initial deficiencies, who have significant problems but might 
be expected to have even worse difficulties .. . 
The test data, like the ~~I, were less favorable, perhaps 
because of test bias. (Group Jupiter \vas 59 . 5% black and it 
has been well doCLIDlented that normal blacks often have deviant 
~WI profiles, being especially prone to elevations on Scales 
8 and 9, the scales that characterize this group) . . . The 
various scales placed Jupiter as one of the more deviant 
groups, and considerable an,-x:iety was shown on the CPI. It may 
be that these men exhibit a "smiling depressive" syndrome, 
denying problems while inwardly experiencing much turmoil . 
The impulsivity associated with scale 9 is apparent on the 
CPI as well, and Jupiter was assessed as lacking adequate social 
values. However, contrary to scale 9 (although consistent with 
the psychologists' Q-sort) the CPI suggested an introverted, 
passive, rather retiring individual who is uncomfortable and 
awkward in social interactions. There was little motivation 
or drive for achievement apparent in their test data, and 
their thinking t ended to be dull, conventional, and stereotyped, 
showing little imagination or creativity. It would be unrealistic 
to expect these men to do well in an academic setting (pp. 196-197). 
Group Foxtrot, with its 9" 48' ~-'~1PI profile, manifests 
a broad range of problems and difficulties in almost every 
sphere ... 
Although antisocial and egocentric, Foxtrot does not draw 
from others according to the psychologists' appraisals. Although 
high in social and emotional constriction, they are dominant 
and assertive, and it appears likely that many of their inter-
personal difficulties may stem from an abrasive bossiness, pushing 
others around with mi~im~_ subtlety, sympathy, or sensitivity. 
They are probably tough, streetwise, and obnoxious and may very 
well be unpopular with other inmates, although such men some-
times attract a group of weaker followers who will carry out 
their bidding and serve as >assals . 
The personality test data provide little cause for optimism. 
The data show them to be one of the most deviant groups, but 
these behavior problems are not associated with guilt or 
ruL'<iety and might be constructively used in treatment . Indeed, 
their highest CPI score was on the self-acceptance scale, 
indicating little motivation to change their maladaptive 
patterns. 
The CPI data indicate minimal concern with the opinions 
of others and inclination to respond impulsively, even reck-
lessly, perhaps to live up to a tough macho ideal. All the 
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FCI group have their lowest scores on the scales for socialization 
and responsibility, and Group Foxtrot is t he lowest of the low, 
indicating their rejection of conventional values and ideals and 
adoption of a deviant criminal code of conduct. Dishonest, 
deceitful, and supremely self-centered, they have minimal 
compunctions against moving against those who get in their way. 
Given their high energy level, the men in Foxtrot probably 
engage in criminal behavior as much for kicks and excitement 
as for profit. They are too interested in playing cops-and-
robbers to be successful criminals . Unlike the men in Group 
George, they do not have the patience or talent to achieve 
success in the criminal world, and, given their deviant values 
and lack of skills, their is little chance for them to succeed 
in conventional legal pursuits. They have few strengths that 
can be used to foster growth and, indeed, have little interest 
in changing (pp. 198-200). 
Group Charlie's 86" 4' ~11'-1PI profile with the means on all 
the clinical scales exceeding 60, suggests an antisocial, mis-
anthropic inJividual, bitter, hostile, sensitive to perceived 
insults, who readily lashes out at others. 
Charlie was one of the five groups studied by t'ieyer, who 
characterized them as an acting-out aggressive group . . . 
Undoubtedly, vicious self-fulfilling prophesies are at 
1vork, with the men in Group Charlie behaving antagonistically 
and aggressively because they feel people are no good and are out 
to get them , thereby alienating everyone with whom they come in 
contact. .. 
According to psychologists, Group Charlie manifested the 
1nost authority conflict, the most social/emotional constriction, 
the least sociability, and the least adaptability to the 
environment . Consistent with their misanthropic image, they 
were also assessed as being very socially withdrawn and as one 
of the most aggressive groups. \Yhereas Foxtrot seemed able 
to attract some deviant hangers on, Charlie definitely appeared 
to be composed of hostile losers. 
The CPI confirmed Group Charlie's poor adjustment, deviant 
value system, an:x:iety, and general lack of ego strength or ability 
to behave in a socially acceptable fashion. 
In addition to indicating rejection of (and by) others, 
the CPI also suggested a stereotyped, constricted, egocentric 
pattern of behavior. People in group Charlie seemed extra-
ordinarily preoccupied with their own problems and have little 
or no interest in or empathy with others, seeing them only as 
potential threats rather than as sources of any emotional 
support . Given this view, their relations with others are 
probably acrimonious and exploitative . 
Consistent with their past school and vocational records, 
the CPI shows that Group Charlie lacks the ambition, zeal , 
vigor, and self-discipline necessary of achievement . 
Group Charlie has a deviant, unconventional world view 
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and, although rigid, dogmatic, and constricted in thought, has 
failed to internalize-- -much less live in accordance ,\·ith---
ordinary social values. The CPI thus indicated cons ider able 
psychological and social pathology, along wi th minimal resources 
available f or positive growth and improvement (pp . 202-204). 
Group How, like Item, is defined by elevation, rather than 
by code type. This means that more individual variability fro~ 
the modal description can be expected. . . 
. . it is not surprising that Group How "·'as evaluated as 
having the lowest achievement motivation and was one of the 
groups exhibiting the gr eatest problems in school and employ-
ment. Group How, along with Group Charlie, manifested the 
greatest problems in all areas of interpersonal r elations. 
The men in Group How reported that they had had the most 
problems of any group during prior incarcerations and were very 
pes s imistic about their abi lity to adjust a t FCI . It appears 
likel y that the stress of the admiss ions period could also have 
contributed to the unstable, highly elevated ~~!PI profile . 
Poor adjustment to the institution could also be forecast 
from the fact that Group How scored near the bottom on virtually 
every Q-sort scale. The psychologists viewed How as one of the 
most aggressive groups, and one which, consistant with the PSI 
and interview, was especially prone to have conflicts with 
authorities . Withdra1vn, int roverted , passive, and constricted, the 
men in Group How are likely to be isolated from their fellmv 
inmates, who probably r ej ect or avoid them as mental cases . 
Group How's personal problems in general and their 
difficulties related to others in particular were clearly evident 
in the personality test data. 
The CPI also shows a high degree of disturbance extending 
into all areas of functioning . Anxious, preoccupied with per-
sonal problems , upset and irritable, the men in Group How 
appear unable to cope with life 's r outine demands effectivel y , 
much less the added stress of a correctional institution . 
Seriously deficient in ego strength, the personal problems 
of these individuals constrict their effective use of intellectual 
resources , so that they can be expected to have di f ficul t ies 
in academic and vocational settings . Moreover , the frustrations , 
stress and anxiety engendered are likely to make them agitated 
and unstable L 1d to l ead to interpersonal friction . ~Bny of 
these individuals appear t o have Lurned to hard drugs as an 
escape, and , for these, it is likely that their ability to ~ es t 
and cope with reality has been even further weakened. The 
criminal behavior that lead to their incarceration t hus appears 
to be but one aspect of a broader pattern of disturbed and 
ineffective functioning (p. 205-207) . 
Justification for including the above excerpts in this revieiv 
lies in the necessity of avoiding interpretation of the personality 
test results obtained from inmat es in the Virginia Department of 
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Cor rections, ivho served as subjects in the present study, in accordance 
with the standardized norms gener ally available for the ~-NPI, CPI, 
and Structured Objective Rorschach. These are the norms with which 
most professionals in psychology and other social sciences are familiar. 
The i ssues involved in making decisions about and preparing 
inmates for participation in t he furlough program center around which 
individuals, in comparison with the total incarcerated popul ation, 
are t he best fur lough risks. Personality test results, therefore must 
be evaluated in comparison with prison population nonns , not the 
norms of hospitalized n1ental patients , college students, or any other 
with which the reader might be most familiar . Though the ~ legargee 
study cannot, at this time, be considered to apply to all correctional 
center populations across t he country, nevertheless it provides the 
best standard against which the test data gathered in this study can 
currently be compared . (See Appendix A for classification rules, 
mean H'1PI profiles, and CPI mean scores for the ten Megargee groups . ) 
A study which demonstrates the marked discrepancies in per-
f ormance on the ivlt\1PI by prison inmates in comparison with a group 
which can be considered much more representative of the general publ ic 
was conducted by Rosen and Mink (1961). In a previous study , these 
researchers administered a 409-item form of the J'-·11'-IPI to a representative 
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sample of f\merican college students . The students took the test three 
times. The firs t time they were given the standard instructions for 
taking the test. The second time they were told to answer an item 
"true" if they thought the behavior or characteristic described was 
desirable in others of the same age and sex as themselves . The third 
time the test was administered, the subjects were told to answer 
"true" if they believed that society in general considered the behavior 
or characteristic des i rable. Answer sheets for the three conditions 
were scored for the usual validity and clinical scales, the Si 
(social introversion) scale, \Velsh's A (anxiety) scale, and the S-0 
(subtle and obvious) scales . 
This same procedure was next used on a sample of 52 adult male 
prisoners. 
All subjects were whit e and native born. l'-!ean I.Q. was 121, 
range 111 t o 149 , and S.D . 8. 9. Age ranged from 21 to 63 , and 
S.D. 8.2 . Their offenses covered a wide range of crimes 
against persons and property . One prisoner being diagnosed 
alcoholic, one an anxiety neurotic, one a depressive, three 
definitely sociopathic, and four possibly sociopathic . All 
others were negative for diagnosis (p . 147). 
I t can be asswned that this s~nple of inmates was matched for age and 
I.Q. with the college student sample. 
The results of the three administrations 1vere l abel ed self-
appraisal, personal Je i ·ability , m1d social desirability, respectively. 
The hypothesis was that self-appraisal, personal desirability, and 
social desirability constitute three truly distinguishable variables. 
In order to explore this, every scale score in each condition 1vas inter-
correlated with the score for the same scale in the other two conditions . 
The median r's for prisoners across all scales 1vere +.20 for self 
vs. social, +. 22 for self vs. personal, and +. 59 for personal vs . 
social . The first two of these median r ' s are almost identical 
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with those found for students, but the prisoner's correlation of +. 59 
between personal and social desirability was significantly higher 
(p( . Ol) than the corresponding~ for students . The researchers 
conclude, "It appears that the degree of unity of the desirability 
variable is in part a function of who judges desirability" (p. 147). 
Other differences found between the student and prison samples were 
as follows: 1) Prisoners were significantly higher in the self condition 
on four scales for which no differences between the three scales 
were found for the students; D, Hy, Pa, and Pd-subtle. 2) The prisoners 
show no significant differences on three subtle scales of which the 
students were significantly low m self-appraisal: D, Hy, and Pa. 
3) In prisoners personal vs. social desirability is hardly distin-
guishable . This is not true for the student sample . 4) On the Pd 
scale prisoners have less rigid personal than social standards . The 
reverse is true for students. 5) Prisoners' D means were one of the high 
points in self appraisal but not in the other conditions, and Pd is 
the highest peak on self, but not in either desirability condition. 
For students, D occupied much the same relative position in all three 
profiles, as did Pd. "Prisoners thus differ from students in attitudes 
toward characteristics tapped by the Pd scale and also in having a 
greater discr e ancv between felt depression and judged desirability 
of depression" (p . 148) . 
Rosen and Mink also examined the r elationships between individual 
test items by counting the number of ite s answered discrepantly by 
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each subject in the self-appraisal and personal desirability conditions . 
For students the range of discrepantly answered items was from 15 to 
165, with a median of 85.0 and SD 33.9. For prisoners the range was 
from 14 to 249, with a median of 93 .5 and SD 41.5. This indicates 
that no student manifested a negative self-image, which can be 
inferred from discrepancies between one 's personal standards and one's 
own perceived characteristics, in as great a degree as some prisoners 
did. Comparison of munber of discrepant items with individual scale 
scores showed that in both groups the greater the subject's tendency 
to depressio11, psychasthenic traits, schizoid traits, or introversion, 
the more likely he is to show discrepancies between self-appraisal and 
perception of desirability. 
Lastly, Rosen and .iv!ink examined personality factors affecting total 
profile discrepancies by correlating a number of self-appraisal scores 
with the degree of similarity of profiles obtained in two different 
conditions. The results for the prison sample were consistent with the 
student results for self appraisal vs. personal desirability and for 
self vs. social desirability. However, for personal vs. social 
desirability in the prison sample, all correlations except i'•lf \vere non-
significant, and the direction of the correlations was opposite of 
those in the student sample. 
The more deviant or disturbed the student, the less his personal 
standards hannonize with his perceptions of society's demands. 
The markedly deviant criminal, on the other hand, shows some 
tendenCJ (J,c: :- :::i~nificant) to avow a set of personal standards 
which parrot the social standards he perceives. He thus pays 
lip service to social standards but comes into conflict with 
them in his actions. (p . 149) 
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Previous Research Employing the ~MPI, CPI, and Structured-
Objective Rorschach in Prison Populations and/or Other Subject Groups . 
The three personality tests used in the present study each administered 
to approximately 70 adult male felons incarcerated in various 
correctional centers of the Virginia Department of Corrections, were 
the Minnesota !vlul tiphasic Personality Inventory (~IMPI), the California 
Psychological Inventory (CPI), and the Structured-Objective Rorschach 
(SORT) developed by Dr. Joics Stone (1958). Of these, all but the 
SORT have been used successfully in correctional settings and with 
delinquent populations. 
The f.lMPI . An early study which utilized the ~1PI in differentiating 
between one group and another was conducted by Clark (1948). He was 
interested in using the HMPI to distinguish between military A.W. O.L. 
soldiers who were 1 ikel y to become A. W. 0. L. again and those who were 
not. He randomly selected 100 A.\v.O.L. soldiers, the larger population 
of such soldiers residing at a Center established to process and 
rehabilitate soldiers who were A.W.O.L. from a unit which had shipped 
overseas. An inspectional analysis of the individual profiles indicated 
that there were relatively insignificant differences between the 
profiles of A.W.O.L. soldiers who had been A.W.O.L. only once and the 
profiles of A.W.O.L . recidivists . 
For this reason, comparison was made of the responses to the 
individual MMPI items recorded for these twu groups. Of the 550 items, 
24 displayed a difference of 10 or more in the number of deviant 
responses for the two groups. (Thes<=> i terns are listed in . prenc~:~ , : . ) 
Close inspection of the items showed that those from the Pd and Ma 
scales appeared to be the most valid in selecting recidivists. 
The 24 items selected above were then used as the basis for a 
key , later called the Rc Scale, which could be added t o t he existing 
scales for the .t--~1PI . The lv1t-1PI 's of the t wo groups were then rescored 
in order to obtain the number of deviant r esponses each man in the 
two groups scored on this ' 'recidivist" key. A biserial correlation 
based on the distribution of these scores was +. 769 . The tet rachoric 
r was +. 7 5. The difference between the means of the t1vo groups was 
4. 16 which is "well above" the level required for significance . 
In 1956 Beall and Panton studied the use of the .1'-NPI as an index 
to prison escapism . The test was administered to 413 male felons 
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upon admission to North Carolina Central Prison during the period of 
January 1955 through December 1955. All literate inmates with I.Q. ' s 
above eighty were included. Out of this group , 103 had escaped from 
custody while serving previous or current sentences. The experimental 
group was made up of these 103 inmates . The control gr oup consisted of 
100 randomly selected non-escapees who were labeled "good" custody 
risks. Chi-square was used to detennine the difference in frequency 
with which the two groups responded to each of the .1'-li'IPI test items. 
This analysis identified 42 items t o which the responses of the two 
groups 1vere significantly different at the . 01 level . (See Appendix B. ) 
This "Escapism" scale (Ec) was found to distinguish 76.7% of t he 
escapee group and 73% of the nonescapee group when a cutting point 
of 17 was used. In addition, 26% of the non-escapee group achieved 
lower scores than the lowest score of any escapee . Cross validation 
on an entirely new sample correctly distinguished 77 . 2% of the escapees 
and 78 . 3% of the non- escapees when a cutting score of 18 >vas used . 
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In 1956 Panton used the ~~WI items to develop a scal e for 
predict ing prison adjustment . A 42 item scale was found to correctly 
distinguish bebveen the adjusted and nonadjusted groups about 75% of 
the time . However, when the scale was cross validated in 1957 with 
groups selected under the same criterion as the original, only 53% 
of the adjusted group and 60% of the non-adjusted group were correctly 
identified . At this point the 42 item scale was revised leaving a 36 
item scale which was designated the Prison Adjustment Scale (Ap) 
(see Appendix B). The subjects used to validate this scale were 
randomly selected and consisted of the following: 
(a) 77 adjusted inmates who had not committed a rules infraction 
nor escaped since their admission to prison during the last 
four months of 1955, (b) a group of 100 adjusted inmates admitted 
during 1976 , (c) 77 non-adjusted inmates who had committed one 
or more serious rule infractions other than escape .. . since 
their admission in the last quarter of 1955 , (d) a similar 
non-adjusted group of 100 inmates admitted during 1956 and 
finally, (e) a carefully chosen sample of 27 severely non-
adjusted inmates who had committed five or more serious in-
fractions while serving on their current sentences ... (p. 309) 
All of these groups had been given the t-11'-WI upon arrival at the 
correctional center. No profiles with validity scale scores above T=70 
were included, with the exception of the F scale where scales above 
T=80 were disqual ified . A comparison of the M\WI profiles of all the 
groups indicated that the personality variables found to differentiate 
between adjusted and non-adjusted prison behavior are not comprised 
in any scale or group of scales on t he standard ~~WI. All the profiles 
were markedly similar . However the Ap scale identified 82 % of both the 
adjusted groups , and 87% , 85% , and 93% of the non-adjus t ed groups 
respectively . A cutting score of 13 was used . Al so , a total of 67 
of t he non-adjusted cases \vere beyond the highest score of any adjusted 
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case, and the differences between means were all significant beyond 
the .01 level. Next, Panton broke down both the adjusted and non-
adjusted groups into subgroups on the basis of age. He found some 
shrinkage in predictive accuracy for the adjusted 16-21 year old 
subgroup and the non-adjusted 31-43 year old subgroup . but he concludes 
that "the means and standard deviations of the various age groups remain 
consistant and there appears to be little justification for the 
introduction of an age-correction factor" (p . 311). 
Lastly the Ap Scale was submitted to a test-retest condition 
with an adjusted sample of 44 cases retested within an interval of a 
few weeks to more than a year. The test-retest correlation Has .86 . 
The intercorrelation with the previously developed Ec Scale was .04 
for the combined adjusted groups and . 28 for the combined non-adjusted 
groups . This indicates that the Ap Scale functions independently of 
the personality variables "tapped" by the Escapism Scale . 
Panton (1962) conducted two more relevant studies using the J>.JivrPI , 
first to identify habitual criminalism and to develop an D1dex to 
successful parole. The results of the study on habitual criminalism 
show a marked similarity in the profile curves of recidivists (a sample 
of 50 adult male felons with a mean age of 46 .02 and a mean I.Q. of 
97.08 who had served three or more previous felon prison sentences 
prior to their current conviction) and first offenders (a sample 
of 50 adult male felons over 40 with a mean age of 46.66 and a mean 
I.Q. of 97 . 08 who had spent t\venty or more years oi t heir adult lives 
in gainful employment priol' 'cc their fi:c:;t imprisonment). The ex-
ceptions to this were in the mean differences appearing on the Pd, 
'1'-la, and Ap scales . The mean Pd, '1'-la , Ap elevations for the recidivists 
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implies a greater sociopathy and a lower tolerance for stress than 1s 
indicated for the first offenders. The mean of the recidivists on 
Clark's Rc scale was significantly greater than the mean of the first 
offenders, however attempts to differentiate the two groups with the 
Rc scale were unsuccessful. 
The above comparison of profiles was followed by the development 
of a Habitual Criminal Scale (HC) formed by combining the Pd and Ap 
items into a single scale, with the elimination of thos e overlapping 
items which were scored true on one scale and false on the other (see 
Appendix B). This scale was found to differentiate between recidivists 
and first offenders most effectively when a cutting score of 32 was 
used, correctly identifying 74.0% of first offenders and 76.0% of 
recidivists . The difference between the HC means for the two groups 
was 5. 96 which is significantly different beyond the .01 level. 
The HC scale was subsequently cross validated on a group of kno1~n 
recidivists , and first offender-parolees who had successfully served 
out their term of parole and had not returned to prison a year or more 
later. The scale correctly identified first offenders above age 40, 
84 . 8% of the time; first offender parolees between the ages of 17 
and 36, 77. 89o of the time; recidivists with three or more prior 
sentences, regardless of age, 71. 9% of the time; recidivists with two 
prior sentences, above the age of 40, 55.1 % of the t ime , between the 
ages of 30 and 39, 60.7% of the time, between the ages of 20 and 29, 
74.5% of the time; recidivists with one prior se1 tence , aoove the 
age of 30, 55.7 % of the time, between the ages of 20 and 29, 62.9% 
of the time. 
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From the above, it can be seen that the scale was fmmd to success-
fully differentiate between first offenders and recidivists; but, with 
the exception of 20-29 year olds, the scale was unsuccessful in the 
identification of recidivists who had served only one or tHo prior 
sentences. Panton felt that the large percentage of 20 to 29 year olds 
identified reflected the probability that these individuals \vould be 
returning to prison on future additional sentences . He repoTts the 
need for further evaluation \vith additional first offender groups. 
Panton's other study (one of 14 published research reports relating 
to the use of the ~lf>.lPI with correctional populations) was concerned 
with whether there are measurable personality characteristics \vhich 
could be used to assist in distinguishing successful parolees from parole 
violators prior to release from prison, and whether either of these two 
groups is similar to or distinguishable from the prison population as a 
whole. The experimental group consisted of 41 male parole violators 
who had been returned to the :-lorth Carolina State Prison during the 
period between 1958 and 1959 . The control group consisted of a sample 
of 41 parole non-violators who had satisfactorily served out their 
parole, had been released fron1 parole supervision for at least a year, 
and had not returned to prison. The two groups were roughly similar 
in mean age and I.Q. In addition to these two groups , the valid 
~~I profiles of 2,198 consecutive male admissions to the North 
Carolina State Prison for the period of 1956 to 1958 were selected 
to represent the characteristics of t he male prison population as a 
whole . Appendix .:> .._:·- ~ _ :::o.~ a reproduction of Panton's graph comparing 
the mean ~~lPI scores of the three groups. He notes that there is a 
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marked similarity between parole violators and the admission profiles 
of the general prison population. The only significant mean difference 
bet ween these two groups appears on the M£ scale, with the violators 
scoring significantly lower than the admissions . Panton states 
that this similarity "underscores the difficulty in selecting parole 
candidates from a population in which parole violators more cl osely 
reflect the personality characteristics of the population as a whole 
than do successful parolees" (Panton, 1962b, p. 150). 
As shmvn in the graph , non-violators present a more nonnal 
profile than do violators or admissions . All of the scale scores, 
except for the M£ score, are nearer the normal mean of T=50 . This 
is accounted for by the fact that the violators present a significantly 
greater frequency of above T=70 on the Hs, D, Hy, Pd, and Ma scales . 
An item analysis of the violator and non-violator groups showed 
that they made significantly different responses beyond the .05 level 
to 26 of the ~11'-fPI items (see AppendL'< B) . These items were designated 
the Parole Violator Scale (PaV). They were scored by allowing one 
point for each item answered in the direction of the violator's 
response. When a cutting score of 11 1vas used, the scale correctly 
identified 80.5% of both the violator and non-violator groups . The 
difference between the PaV means of the two groups was 6.66 which is 
significant beyond the .01 level. In addition, 46.4% of the violators 
achieved higher scores than the highest score of any non viol.:ltor , 
and 43 . 9% of t he non-violators achieved lower scores than the lm•Jest 
score of any violator . 
Cross validation of the PaV scale was done on a group of 28 parol e 
violators returning to the North CarolD1a Prison Sys tem. It was found 
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that 78 . 6% of the group had PaV scores of 11 or more. During the 
period of the study, 57 inmates with valid ~1tv1PI records \,·ere released 
on parole . Of these , 36 . 8% had PaV scores of 11 or above. These 
results suggest that approximately 2 out of 5 inmates going out on 
parole will have PaV scores at or above ll, whereas 4 out of 5 of those 
returning to prison as parole violators have PaV scores of 11 or above . 
Research using the ~lr\1PI in the development of five supplemental 
scales, four for use with prison populations, has been reviewed here . 
Each of these scales were applied to the MMPI's of the 70 Virginia 
Department of Corrections inmates comprising the sample for the 
present study . The r esults are reported in Chapter IV. 
The CPI. The CPI, like the ~!rllPI, has a long history of research 
use both in correctional settings and with non- institutionalized 
delinquent populations. However, unlike the ~li'1PI , it is no t a commonly 
used diagnostic instrument in prison populations . This is probably 
accounted for by noting that the CPI lacks the clinical scales associated 
with psychiatric diagnoses. 
The primary source of information on the use of the CPI with 
prison populations is the CPI Manual (1969). Mean scores on all the 
scales are reported for 91 high school disciplinary problems, 142 young 
delinquents, and 194 prison inmates. The mean profiles for these three 
groups are similar , and they differ in a number of lvays from the 
mc.::m prc::=iles reported for high school and college males in the 
general population (see Appendix C). The meanT-score on mos t scales 
fall belo1v 50. Megargee (1972) suggests that the profiles for these 
asocial groups should be evaluated relative to the norms for high 
school students rather than the national norms on which the profile 
sheets are based. If this is done, the depressed factor 2 scales 
might be expect ed on the profile of any high school boy. However, 
in the factor 1 scales, the three samples are lower than the high 
school average on Wb, To, and Ac, and markedly lower on Re and So. 
They are also somewhat loHer on the factor 3 and 4 scales . "Thus 
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the data suggest that their social poise is no different than that of 
other young men but that they are unconventional, lack mature values, 
and are unable to sublimate or channel their nonconformity into creative 
or intellectual channels" (Megargee, 1972, p . 214). 
Before reviewing further research supporting the applicability 
of the CPI in investigating personality variables in inmate populations 
and differentiating between selected inmate groups , it is important 
to site the following two studies which suggest that engaging in 
criminal activity, getting caught, and subsequently being labeled 
delinquent is not necessarilv associated with overall profile 
differences when compared with the profiles of matched samples not 
labeled delinquent. Richardson and Roebuck (1965) compared delinquent 
boys 1vith their nearest aged nondelinquent male siblings. The aim 
was to control for I .Q., social class, home environment , and a number 
of other variables . The CPI profiles of the delinquent and non-
delinquent subjects were very similar . Significant differences Here 
obtained only on the Re and So scales. 
Rusk (1969) found that when he matched groups of fifty delinquent , 
and forty nondelinquent, Mexican-American boys t est ed with the CPI 
for age, socio-economic status, I.Q., and geographic origin, no CPI 
scales discriminated significantly between them. These two groups 
were also matched in that all the subjects came from deprived urban 
backgroLmds and had a history of family upheavel, hostility, and 
emotional disturbance. 
However, with the above noted exceptions, 
In general, the results of investigations of the CPI scores of 
individuals who have engaged in various sorts of antisocial 
or asocial behavior are fairly consistent. The scales loading 
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on factor 1----particularly Re and So, and , to somewhat lesser 
extent, Ac---consistently differentiate those engaging in deviant 
behavior. (Megargee, 1972, p. 218) 
As with the HMPI, the CPI test items and scales have proven to be 
able to provide means for distinguishing between different types of 
delinquents and prison inmates. One distinction that has been made 
in the literature is between the solitary delinquent, who act s alone, 
and the social delinquent, who behaves criminally in the company of 
others. Mizushima and DeVos (1967), using samples of solitary and 
social Japanese delinquents, found the social delinquents to be 
significantly higher on three factor 2 scales : Sy, Sp, and Sa . \\.ilcox 
(1964) conducted a similar study on samples of adult cr iminals finding 
th::tt Sp and Sa differentiated between his sample of "individualized" 
criminals and his samples of "socialized11 and 11Socialized aggressive11 
criminals. The individualized criminals were also significantly lower 
on the Ie scale and higher on the Fe scale. 
Megargee (1966), in order to test the hypothesis that extremely 
violent individuals are often overcontrolled, compared the Sc scale 
scores of a small sample of extremely assaultive delinquents with the 
scores of moderately assaultive delinquents. He found that the 
extreme group obtained significantly higher Sc scores . Next he compared 
the extremely assaultive group with moderately assaultive and non-
violent delinquents on the other CPI scales and f ound the extreme 
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group to be significantly higher on Wb and Ie. In addition, there were 
insignificant trends for them to be higher on the other factor 3 
scales, To, Ai, and Fx. 
Three studies will be reviewed here in which the CPI has been 
used in the development of predictive indexes or equations. Gough, 
and Quintard (1974) developed a "social maturity index" 
based on six subscales of the CPI using samples of 2,146 nondelinquent 
and 881 delinquent males. The index was cross validated on 2,412 
nondelinquent and 409 delinquent .American males, 659 nondelinquent 
and 38 delinquent Italian males, and 113 nondelinquent and 36 delinquent 
Japanese males. All mean differences were highly significant. The 
index differentiated between the two American samples ivith 97.3% 
accuracy , between the Italian samples with 83.8% accuracy, and between 
the Japanese samples with 83.2% accuracy, using a cutting score of 45. 
Perhaps the most comprehensive study, which utilizes the CPI in 
the development of a predictive equation for use with prison inmates, 
was conducted by Gough, h'enk, and Rozynko (1965). The research sample 
was composed of 739 California Youth Authority Wards, including all 
parolees with CPI and ~11'-'IPI protocols from Deuel Vocational Institution 
and the Correctional Training Facility, Northern Branch, during 1960 . 
444 subjects were randomly selected for development of an instrument 
which would predict parole outcome . 295 subj ects were reserved for 
cross-validation. 
By 1963 all subjects , paroled in 1960, were classified as successes 
or failures . Failure was defined as revocation of parole, either for 
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violation of terms or for commitment of a new offense . Success was 
defined as at least 2 years of successful parole experience. In the 
initial sample this resulted in 183 violators and 261 nonviolators. 
In the cross validation sample there were 130 violators and 165 non-
violators . 
Six equations were developed on the initial sample, and varified 
on the cross-validating sample, using multiple regression analysis. 
The six equations were developed from the follmving combinations of 
diagnostic data : (1) Base Expectancy (BE) , (see Appendix D) BE and 
CPI; (2) BE and ~t.1PI; (3) BE, CPI , and ~lt'-1PI ; (4) CPI alone; (5) ~1l\1PI 
alone; and (6) CPI and ~lMPI. 
See Appendix D for descriptive data on all four subsamples. From 
these it can be seen that violators do not differ from nonviolators on 
age, at least not within the range of age differences of subjects 
used in this study, but they do differ significantly on other factors 
for both the initial and cross -validating samples . Differences on the 
BE index were significant beyond the .01 l evel of confidence . For 
the CPI , the So and the Sc scales differentiate between the two groups 
in the initial sample at the .01 level. The So scale also differentiates 
at the .01 level in the cross -validation sample, but the Sc scale 
differentiation is reduced to the . 05 l evel of confidence . The ~lMPI 
was scored for anxiety (A) and repression (R) using Welsh's scales, 
and for ego strength using Barron ' s scale, in addition to the 13 
standard measures . Of t hese , ~.-i;e onl . variable which different iated 
between violators and nonviolators was the K-corrected ~ !a scale, the 
significance level being . 05 for both sets of samples . 
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The six equations that were developed from the above stated 
combinations of data were all found to differentiate significantly 
between parole violators and nonviolators . Three of them exceed the 
level of significance of the Base Expectancy Index alone. They are 
t he BE + CPI, the BE + ~~!PI, and the BE + CPI + ~~!PI. A fourth equation 
the CPI + .tvli'-1PI , almost equaled BE alone in significance. 
The next question addressed in this study >vas whether or not any 
of the equations could surpass the accuracy of an undifferentiated 
prediction that all parolees will succeed. This ''chance" prediction 
would be correct 56% of the time . Using various cutting points for 
each data combination, the percentages of correct predictions using 
the six equations were as follows: BE alone, 59%; BE + CPI, 63 %; 
BE + ~~I, 60%; BE + CPI + ~lf.1PI, 63 %; CPI alone, 60%; ~~!PI alone, 55%; 
and CPI + ~~!PI, 60%. The authors do not hypothesize as to why these 
accuracy figures are not overly impressive, even though statistically 
significant. 
Lastly, Gough, Wenk and Rozynko addressed the question, "What 
sort of person is it, in everyday language and description, who attains 
a high or a low score on this equation"? (p. 438). To answer this, 
100 adult male subjects, who had been studied in intensive assessment 
at the University of Cal jf rnia Institute of Personality Assessment 
and Research, were selected to make up the research sample. Each of 
the 100 men had been studied individually and in groups for a period 
of six days , and had been described by a panel of observers using 
the Gough Adjective Check List (Gough and Heilbrurn, 1965). As far 
as was knmvn, none of these subjects was delinquent. 
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On the previously developed CPI alone equation, which was composed 
of the social presence, self-acceptance, socializat ion , and self control 
scales, the 100 males had a mean score of 52.77, and a standard 
deviation of 4. 47 . The 10 adjectives from the observers' descriptions 
having the highest correlations with the CPI equation were these : 
Conscientious (.35), Conservative ( . 38), Conventional (.34), ~1i ld (.32), 
Moderate (.46), Modest ( . 37), Painstaking (.41), Patient ( . 33), Quiet 
( . 32), Unassurnrning ( . 35). The 10 adjectives most descriptive of men 
having low scores on the equation were these : Adventurous (- . 41), 
Egotist ical (- . 39), Mischievous (-.44), Opinionated (- . 37), Outspoken 
(- . 39), Pleasure-seeking (-. 46), Quick (- . 38), Shrewd ( -41), Touchy 
(-.38), Witty (- .39) . 
The ~·ll'IPI equation, including the F, K, psychopathic deviate, 
masculinity-femininity, and paranoid scales , gave a mean of 50.16, 
and a sta11dard deviation of 2. 59, Hhen applied to t he 100 men . The 10 
adjectives having highes t positive correlations with the 1'-NPI equation 
were these: Conscientious (.17), Conservative ( . 15), Dependable 
(.16), Modest (.20), Sincere ( .15), Trusting ( .17), Unaffected ( . 25), 
Unambitious (.15), Unassuming ( . 22), \Vholesome (.16). The 10 adjectives 
with the lowest correlations were: Distrustful (- . 21), Imaginative 
(- . 21), Irritable (-.20), Nervous (-.25), Prejudiced (-.21), Resentful 
(-.23) , Sensitive (-.21), Touchy (-.23), Unfriendly (- . 20) , \Vary (-.27). 
No equations us ing the Base Expectancy Index could be used on 
this sample because the demograph·c data it is based on were not 
available , t herefore the l ast equation considered was that based on the 
CPI and 1'-ll\IPI together. The five scales included were the Sp, So , and 
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Sc scales of the CPI, and the F and Ma scales of the :t-.t.-!PI . The 
application of this equation resulted in a mean of 50.41 and a standard 
deviation of 4. 63 for the 100 men. The 10 adjectives having the 
highest correlations with this one were: Conscientious (.34), 
Conservative (. 38), Conventional ( . 33) , Mild (. 32), Moderate ( . 45), 
:t-.bdest (.38), Painstaking (.39), Patient (.32), Quiet (.32), 
Unassuming (.36). The 10 adjective with the lowest correlations were: 
Adventurous (.-39), Egotistical (-.39), Jvlischievious (-.42), Out-
spoken (-.36), Pleasure-seeking (-.46), Quick (-.37), Restless (- . 36), 
Shrewd (-. 37), Touchy (-.38), Witty (- . 37). These two lists are the 
same as those given for the CPI alone equation, with the exception 
of "restless" in plJ.ce of "opinionated ." The researchers concluded, 
therefore that the CPI + ~11'-!PI equation carries "essentially the 
same psychodynamic implications as those delineated by the equation 
based solely on the CPI" (p. 439) . 
... One might say that the parolee predicted to be successful 
on the bJ.sis of these equations is a person who is conscientious 
and moderate , not in any way flamboyant and perhaps even unduly 
subdued . His opposite, for whom negative forecasts will be made, 
is a more narcissistic , restless, undercontrolled individual, 
too sure of himself and too quick to take offense when blocked 
or criticized. (p. 440) 
It can be seen from the above that those scales having to do with 
the internalization of value and the management of impulse on the CPI , 
and those scales meJ.suring modality and strength of impulse on the 
iv~fPI were the best contributors to the equation found mos t successful. 
Indices of psychopathology, as usually conceived were less predictive. 
The syndrome defined by the personality equations was more "inter-
personal and interactional than psychopathological and morbid" (p . 440) . 
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The SORT. The Structured Objective Rorschach Test, much less 
widely known and used than the CPI or HMPI, is based on the original 
ink-blot test developed by Hermann Rorschach. Like the CPI m1d ~MPI, 
it is designed for group administration with test booklets and uniform 
answer sheets. However, unlike the CPI and ~1/lfPI , it is classified 
as a projective, rather than nonprojective, personality test . 
The SORT was devised by Joics B. Stone (1958) for the analysis 
of "temperment and personality" (S-0 Rorschach i\lanual, 1958, p. 3). 
Though its original purpose was for use in personnel evaluation pro-
cesses in business, industry, and higher education , the manual states 
that, 
The SORT is an assessment of temperment tendancies and is not a 
test of occupational abilities or skills ... All of the traits 
which the SORT measures are reflected by particular Rorschach 
variables or combinations of variables. In general, the SORT 
follo1vs the traditional Rorschach interpretation of the various 
'scores'. (p. 2) 
On ten consecutive pages of the test booklet there are the 10 original 
Rorschach blots . On the same page , undemeath each bloth, ten triads 
of responses are listed. The instructions are to "select the one 
response from each group of three items that you think is best 
represented by the blot or some part of the blot . " Every completed 
answer sheet will, therefore consist of 100 responses which can be 
analyzed into 15 of tne standard Rorschach categories: W, D, Dd, S, 
F, F-, M, FM, FC, CF, Fch , A, H, P, and 0 . There are some divergences 
from standard Rorschach scoring practices, however, which should be 
noted: (1) All S responses are also scored as W, D, or Dei. (2) CF 
responses are defined as those "involving color and poorly resembling 
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the fonn of the stimulus . " (3) Fch covers all responses "involving 
textual density or gray or shading ." (4) P indicates "modal" reponses, 
i.e., the responses most commonly chosen from each and every triad . 
(5) 0 covers n1any responses which will be recognized by the experienced 
Rorschach user as not "rare," or even "original" in the usual sense of 
the word (Semonoff, 1965, review of SORT contained in Sixth ~1ental 
~~asurement Yearbook, p. 425). 
Though Stone states that the construct validity of the SORT rests 
primarily on the validity of Rorschach theory in general, he strongly 
cautions that it is "not intended for clinical use" but is "designed 
to appraise and analyze vocationally significant tempennent traits" 
(Stone, 1958). Since the original Rorschach test is used almost 
exclusively in clinical settings, it must be assUTilffied that the SORT 
cannot be considered to yield results similar enough to the original 
Rorschach Test to warrent a comparison of test results obtained in this 
study with test results in other studies using the original Rorschach 
Test . The rationale underlying this degree of caution rests primarily 
on the wide implications of the forced choice technique used in the 
SORT . This technique assumes that a given response can al\vays be 
scored in the same way . It also allows the subject to select a 
response to a blot configuration that may not actually be perceived by 
the subject at all. To this degree, the spontaneity of perception so 
css ntial t o the interpretive significance of the original Rorschach 
protocol is lacking in the S RT. 
However, despite the above caution, first implied by Stone hDn-
sclf, the SORT has been researched for use with clinical populations 
and it is these s tudies , among others , which will be reviewed 
herein . 
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The available studies in which the SORT was used with clinical 
populations were all done by Max Weinlander at Veterans Administration 
Center, Dayton, Ohio , between 1965 and 1967 : The first study done by 
IVeinlander was to test the validity of the SORT variables in dis-
tinguishing between nonnals and diagnosed neurotic patients. The data 
for nonnal people were taken from nonns reported in the SORT manual 
for 1616 employees from 29 occupational groupings in the General 
Telephone Company of California (200 cases from this sample were ran-
domly selected for comparison with the neurotic group) . The data for 
neurotic patients were obtained from 25 veterans diagnosed by a 
psychiatrist and admitted to the short-tenn neuropsychiatric treatment 
service at Bro\m General Hospital. The 1nean age of the neurotic group 
was 43.2 and the mean education was 9.6 grades. After administration 
of the SORT to the neurotic patients , the means and standard 
deviations were computed for each of the 15 SORT variables. These 
were then compared with the same statistics listed for the General 
Telephone employees . The mean scores for the neurotic patients were 
significantly different (using the t-test) from the nonnals on the 
following scales : Del at the . 001 level of significance, Fch at the 
. 01 level, Pat the .001 level, 0 at the . 001 level. The D and M 
scales were significant at the .05 level but Weinlander considered 
this to be too low a confidence limi~ t :: ~ . :-::pt. He reports that the 
finding of most interest in lending validation to the SORT with this 
type of population was the .01 significance l evel of the Fch scale, 
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the anxiety measure on the SORT. In addition the other three sig-
nificant findings supported the content and concurrent validity of 
Rorschach rationale as used in the SORT and "suggest that the SORT 
may have construct validity for clinical application" (Weinlander, 
1965a, p. 198) . 
Weinlander's next study (1965b) was for the purpose of validating 
the SORT scales with alcoholic patients . 50 veterans diagnosed as 
alcoholics by a psychiatrist and admitted to the short-term neuro-
psychiatric treatment service at Brown General Hospital, \'eterans 
Administration Center, Dayton, Ohio, were selected as subjects. The 
procedure was to administer the SORT (illustrated edition) to the 
first 50 literate alcoholics admitted in the \vinter of 1 96~ and to 
compare the means and standard deviations \vith those in the SORT norms. 
The results showed significant differences on six of the 15 SORT 
variables. The differences for shading (fch), modal (P), and rare 
(0) response variables were significant at the . 001 level; poor form 
resemblance (F-) was significant at the . 01 level; and color-and-form-
resemblance and human-movement were significant at the .02 level. 
Weinlancler concludes that, 
The major finding is the significant support for Stone ' s 
classification of the shading variable as a measure of a~xiety . 
The remaining five significant variables buttress the content 
validity and the concurrent val i~ ity c£ Ror:=ch2- h rationale 
as used in the Structured-Objective Rorschach Test. (p . 75) 
h 1966 Weinlander replicated the same design used in the previous 
two studies with a sample of 50 patients admitted to the short-term 
neuropsychiatric treatment service at Brm·m General Hospital and 
diagnosed as psychotic by a psychiatrist. The mean age of this sample 
was 38.0 years and the mean education was 10.5 grades . The results 
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show significant differences on the following scal es : The P, Fe , 
and Dd variables were significant beyond the .001 l evel; the D and 
F- variables were significant beyond the .01 level; the F variable 
was significant at the . 02 level . Weinlander states that, 
The outstanding clinical finding ... , i n terms of Rorschach ration-
ale , is the . 001 level of significance for t he SORT P (Modal) 
variable; the inability of the psychotic patients for empathy or 
for thinking in harmony is clearly indicated when compared with the 
SORT norm of telephone workers . Also significant at the . 001 
level are a poorer emotional adjusu1ent and a greater pedantic 
approach for the psychotic patients as pointed out by the FC 
and the Dd SORT variables . At the . 01 level of significance 
D and F-, and at the .02 level of significance F (structuring), 
SORT variables for psychotic patients reflect a lack of practical 
intellect, poor control, and more awareness in comparison with the 
SORT norm. (p. 225) 
In 1967 Weinlander conducted an expanded study using subjects ad-
mitted to the same V.A. facility as in the above research . The purpose 
here Has to investigate the relationship of anxiety (fch) and awareness 
(F) for alcoholics , neurotics, and psychotics. Each of the three 
groups of diagnosed patients was formed by accepting the first 100 
literate veterans admitted as alcoholic, neurotic, and psychotic, 
respectively . The total sample, therefore, consisted of 300 subjects 
to whom the illustrated version of the SORT was administered . The 
mean age ranged from 38 . 6 to 46 . 8, the oldest group being the 
alcoholic . The average grade level attainment Has approximately lOth 
grade . The data analysis centered around the possibility of a 
relationship bet ween the two SORT scales, (fch) and (F) which cont ain 
no scoring items in common \vithin their Rorschach rationale . Pearson 
product-moment correlations were calculated to determine the strength 
of the relationship . This revealed the following r's: for alcoholics 
(Fch) v . (F) was -. 4 5; for neurotics , -. 34; for psychotics, -. 49. 
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All of these negat ive correlations proved t o be significant at the 
. 001 level . Dunnett ' s! (1955), (a multiple comparison procedure for 
comparing several treatment means wi t h a cont rol), 1vas employed to 
compare each of the groups' means •~ith those for the SORT norm of 200 
normals . On the (F) scale at the . 05 level, psychotics •~ere higher 
than normals, but there was no difference between alcoholics or 
neurotics and nonnals . On the (Fch) scale at the . 01 level, alcoholics 
and neurotics were significantly higher than normals, but there was 
no difference between psychotics and normals. This fourth study by 
Weinlander again lends validation to the SORT for use with clinical 
populations (Weinlander, 1967a). 
Weinlander's last available study, also done in 1967, Has an 
expansion of the previous study done with alcoholics (1 965). In this 
study the question to be answered was, are there significant differences 
among the SORT variables for chronological age bet1veen younger and 
older alcoholics? The data for the alcoholic patients Here obtained 
from 100 literate veterans after diagnosis by a psychiatrist in the 
same manner and location as for all of the above studies. This sample 
was divided into two age groups of 53 and 47 each, with respective age 
ranges of 34 to 45 and 46 to 72 . The mean ages of t he tHo groups were 
40 . 4, 1vith an SD of 3. 2, and 54 . 1, with an SD of 6. 9, r espectively. 
The mean education grad s c: the younger and older group were 10 . 9 
(SD = 2. 8) and 10.7 (SD + 2. 9) , respectively . The results from a 
comparison of means on the 15 SORT scales for the two groups showed 
that only one of the scales was significantly different, at t he .01 
level. This was the poor-form resemblance scale (F- ) . Weinlander 
57 
states that, "This finding suggests that, in Rorschach rationale , 
older alcoholics tend to have better control than do younger alcoholics 
in avoiding distract ions from their environment and in concentrating 
upon the task at hand" (Weinlander, 1967b, p. 58) . The mean difference 
on the (F - ) scale was 1. 81, with an SD of approximately 2. 90, in the 
direction of the younger alcohol ic group . 
This concludes the review of studies done by ~!ax We inlander. Though 
he does not say , possibly his interest in validating the SORT with V.A. 
clinical populations was in order to provide for the eventual use of 
this test in the initial evaluation of large numbers of incoming 
patients. The SORT can be administered to groups of individuals and 
scored quickly by relatively untrained personnel, 1n comparison to the 
amount of time and skill needed to ac~inister and evaluate the original 
Rorschach Test. Though it is undeniably the case that the amount and 
type of information gained from the SORT cannot match either the amount 
or the quality of that gained from the original Rorschach, nevertheless, 
when diagnosing large numbers of people for possible treatment modes, 
some type of test which taps thought process patterns in the way that 
the Ink Blots do is better t han none at all. It is this line of 
reasoning that led to the inclusion of the SORT in the present study 
of prison inmates . 
The SORT manual provides for the scoring of a subject's responses 
in terms of normalized standard scores. A Lable is provided from which 
it 1s possible to place the subject's score in one of five categories: 
High, Above Average, Average , Below Average , and Low. This is done 
for each of 26 Rorschach factors which are organized under four main 
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headings: (1) ~!ental Functioning : theoretical (W), practical (D) , 
pedantic (Dd), induction (\V:M), deduction (D"!v!), rigidit y (S) , 
structuring (F) , concentration (F- ;F), low generalization (low \\"), 
perfectionism (high Dd), poor control (high F-), high anxiety (high 
Fch), compulsivity (high S+F+Dd); (2) Interests: range (H :P:A), human 
relationships (H); (3) Responsiveness: popular (P), original (0); 
(4) Tempennent: persistance (S), aggressiveness (F:M), social res-
ponsibility (FC:M), consistancy of behavior (F: :S:Fch), anxiety (Fch) , 
moodiness (R-I:F-: :F:i>l), activity potential (M), impulsiveness (F- :F), 
flexibility(~! : :FC:CF), conformity (O:P) (Stone, 1958). 
1'\vo studies bearing on the construct validity of the above 
organization and interpretation of SORT responses are reported in the 
SORT manual . The first was a pilot study involving 70 employees who 
were rated by their supervisors according to a scale which included 
a paragraph description of each of the 26 traits listed above and a 
continuum labeled with the five Low to High categories. The supervisers 
1vere asked to use this scale to rate his/her employees on the 26 traits. 
These supervisor ratings were then compared with the SORT scores 
obtained by the employees themselves . Stone reports that the "super-
visors" ratings and the SORT scords 1vere in reasonable agreement 71% 
of the time" (p . 9). As might be expected, the greater agreement 
occurred at the extremes of the Low to High rating scale . 
The second study involved fl. ~ 2 sub~ e _ ts d•o worked at a steel plant, 
an aircraft factory, and a municipal fire department. No demographic 
data on this sample is given . 1Vhen the respective supervisors rated 
these employees on the same scale used in the pilot study, the results 
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of comparison with the empl oyees' SORT Tests were found to be con-
sistent with those found previously. 75.7% of the High ratings and 
73.6% of t he Low ratings were the same as those from the SORT testing . 
The ratings for the Above Average, Average, and Below Average ratings 
were 55.8%, 64.3%, and 57 . 6%, respectively. This suggests that the 
SORT can be assummed to correctly describe the personality variables 
it purports to measure when they are present in the high or low 
extreme, and possibly at some point inbetiveen the two . But finer 
distinctions than this have almost as much chance of being inaccurate 
as they do accurate, at l east with thi s type of sample. 
Follo\ving the publication of the preliminary edition of the SORT 
manual in which the above studies were reported , several researchers 
attempted to validate one or more of the SORT scales by comparing it 
with scores on other t ests designed to measure the same personality 
variable, or, rather, a variable labeled \vith the same work descriptive 
of a personali t y trait or disposition. The earliest of these was 
the subj ect of a doctoral dissertation done by Lilian Khan in 1959 at 
the University of Southern California . The tests administered to 110 
sal ar i ed employees in a large steel company were the Guilford-Zimmerman 
Temperment Survey, the Multiple Aptitude Tests, and the SORT. Inter -
correlations of 34 variables showed that there were statistically 
significant correlations within each of the major test units, but 
th0re were no significant correlations between pairs of measures 
selected from different test units. ~1an concludes t hat , for all t hree 
t ests, the observed correlations substantiated the underlying constructs 
to "a considerable degree . However , the constn1cts were for the mos t 
part limited to particular types of measures--a finding whi ch might 
reflect unique properties of the common format of large groups of 
test items" (Khan, 1962). 
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A second study done in 1966 was very similar to the one done by 
Khan . Rankin and Thompson (1966) did a factor analytic study of the 
personality trait "impulsivity." The purposes Here to relate the IES 
Arrow Dot Tes t "to other measures of impulse, to detennine the level of 
communality among these measures and to identify their relationship 
to outside variables such as age , mL~iety, intelligence, and ability 
to follow direction" (p. 1239). 
The IES Test is a projective t es t 1vith simplified objective scoring . 
The most interesting section of this test is the Arrow Dot (.-\D) sub-
test which has a reliability of . 84 (Rankin and Johnson, 1962) and has 
been found to differentiate between college students and delinquents 
(Rankin and Wilkoff, 1964) . The (AD) is a test made up of graphic 
problems in which the subject drmvs a line from an arrmv to a dot 
goal without breaking barriers, as defined by the instructions . Solid 
bars must not be crossed , lines may be cr ossed if there is no other 
access to the dot. However, much of the power of the test comes from 
the subject ' s response to dashed lines which are not covered in the 
instructions . Impulse 1s scored when subjects go through bar barriers 
or across solid lines when alternate routes are present. 
In addition to the SORT , the Bro1m-Carlsen Listening Comprehension 
Test (Brown and Carlsen, 1955), and the Porteus ~laze (which ,,·as 
constructed as an impulse test to differentiate between delinquents 
and normals) were chosen for comparison with the IES Arrow Dot Test 
in an attempt to define the impulse factor. To provide supplementary 
data the Educational Testing Service ' s Verbal Factor Tes t \ '3 (ETS V3), 
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the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (TMAS) , and the f\'lfviPI Lie Scale were 
also used. In addition, age was also included as a variable because 
it was suspected that impulse factors might be related to age . 
The subjects were 250 students in five introductory psychology 
classes at Oklahoma State University. They were given three sets of 
tests at approximately one-week intervals. Correlations, means, and 
standard deviations for all the variables available were calculated . 
There were 26 in all. 
The most surprising finding among all the correlations was the 
low intercorrelation among the impulse variables. Product-moment r's 
between the Arrow Dot Impulse (I) and the SORT were . 04 for the (W) 
scale, -.11 for the (S) scale, -.08 for the (M) scale, .13 for the 
(Fch) scale, and - . 08 for (F-/F). The r ' s reported for the other 
tests, including the Porteus Q were equally low. 
In an attempt to understand these results, a rather complex form 
of factor analysis was applied to the following variables : Porteus 
Maze Q, Arrow Dot Impulse, Brmvn -Carlsen E (lecture comprehension) 
and D (directions), tv11'-IPI Lie, Trv!AS, ETS V3, SORT W. S. M. Fch, F-/F. 
Each of these fulfilled the requirement of experimental independence. 
Age was dropped because it almost totally lacked correlation with other 
variables . The resulting factors of interest to the present study 
\vere: (1) Factor II, a strong SORT Wand Fch factor . These scales are 
said to tap theoretical and anxiety dimensions , but the authors note 
that "if this is a theoretical factor , it is a non-verbal theoretical 
one, as seen from the low ETS V3 saturation. Further, SORT anxiety 
has no 'fl\!AS saturation" (p. 1242) . (2) Factor III, a SORT impulse 
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factor defined by a negative S (rigidity) loading and a positive 
F-/F (impulse) loading. This factor is reported to be unique in that 
the other impulse tests do not load on it. (3) Factor VI, the Porteus 
!v1aze Q factor, has a slight SORT saturation . (4) Factor VII is a SORT 
Fch factor, without Was found in Factor II . Factor I is a verbal 
f luency factor. Factor IV is made up of almost pure TMAS saturation . 
Factor V is IES, AD I. This is interesting in that it indicates that 
the Arrow Dot Impulse subtest is perhaps related to a non-intellectual 
f ollmving of directions. Factor VI II is a residual. 
Rankin and Thompson come to three major conclusions from this 
analysis . The first is that the three measures that have been called 
"impulse" tests (the AD I, Porteus Maze Q, and SORT F-/F) are "so 
remarkably independent of each other it is suggested that the term 
'impulse ' be used with great care . " Secondly "in identifying what 
tnese ' impulse ' tests measure, it is noted that they are free from 
verbal and anxiety dimensions." And thirdly, 
This independence of the three "impulse" measures, while leading 
to a problem in definition, does give rise to interesting assess-
ment possibilities because Porteus Q and the AD I have been found 
capable of differentiating between delinquents and non-deliquents. 
With two different measures capable of assessing delinquency, 
the prospects are good that a combined measure will be more 
predictive. The addition OJ.. the F-/F score might increase the 
power of such a predictor if this measure is shmvn to be 
predictive in such situations . (p . 1245) 
The Khan, and Rankin and Thompson studies strongly suggest that, 
w-th respect to the SORT and other tes ts purpo1·ted to measu e 
personality variables and dispositional tendancies , it is wise to keep 
in mind that the labels given to tests, subtests, and/or scales, while 
justified in that they correlate well with subjective judgements of 
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human observers, do not imply that there is only one set of behaviors 
for each label and that all tests with the same label measure the 
same behavior. The follo\~ng studies can be more easily digested if 
this point is acknowledged . 
Hammes and Osborne (1962) employed the SORT in identifying 
"manifest anxiety" as measured by a revised version of the Taylor 
A-Scale (the TI1A.S used in the Rankin and Thompson study) . The sample 
was made up of 31 low an,--dous subjects and 38 high anxious subjects 
as determined by scores on the revised Taylor A-Scale which was ad-
ministered to 325 college students . The two groups of "high" and "low" 
anx:ious subjects were given the SORT . A Chi Square was made for each 
of the 26 SORT variables. Of these, only tHo were found to be 
statistically significant, Dd , and S. High anxiety subjects were higher 
on the Dd variable, but Low Anxiety subjects were higher on the S 
variable . The significance levels fell between .OS and . 02. The 
r esearchers noted that the direct measure of a~~iety on the SORT, Fch, 
was very insignificant. This led them to conclude that the SORT 
is "an inadequate device for detecting manifest a~~iety, and that 
such detection must rest on intlividual lRorschach] protocol analysis" 
(p. 62) . 
Also in 1962, a study was done by Law and Norton in order to 
discover if the SORT discriminated between high and low achievers. The 
research sample was 62 juniors and seniors in a liberal arts college. 
Their College Entrance Examination Board verba._ c:: ~ ~-es were all 
within one-fourth standard deviation of the mean of their respective 
freshman classes. However, their current total college grade point 
averages were used to divide each class group into high and low 
achievers . There were 21 women and 41 men in the total sample . Of 
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the 13 Temperment measures, only the "persistence" factor (S) 
differentiated between the two groups at the .05 level, with the low 
achievers more persistent . The Interest factor, "human relationships" 
(H) differentiated between the two groups at the . 01 level, \vith the 
low achievers scoring higher. Of the 8 Intellectual Functioning 
factors, only "rigidity" (S) separated the two groups at the .05 level. 
It is noted that the same basic (S) score enters into both "persistence" 
and "rigidity" as measured on the SORT. 
It can be seen from both of the above studies, as well as the 
others so far reviewed in which college students were the subjects, that 
the SORT responses are more in keeping with Rorschach rationale when 
the test is used with clinical populations. At least thi s is the case 
if \veinlander's subjects are representative of clinical populations 
other than the one tapped by the V.A. Center in Dayton, Ohio. Of 
interest in this regard is a summary of studies which found Taylor 
Manifest Anxiety Scale scores to be related to clinical ratings of 
anxiety as well as to Rorschach anxiety indices (Goodstein and 
Goldberg, 1955). Since it is highly improbable that any of the studies 
in this sUiill11ary \\'ere done with samples of college students (college 
students would not normally have received clinical assessments or 
individualized Rorschach Tests), there is some question as to generaliza-
tion of the studies reviewed herein using college student samples , 
especially in light of t he Weinlander data. 
The last set of studies to be reviewed which pertain to the use 
of the SORT \vere all conducted by Philip Langer (or by Langer and 
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others) at Utah State University between 1962 and 1966 . Langer 's 
firs t study (1962a) employing the SORT was designed to investigate 
compulsivity as it related to r esponse set on the SORT. The subjects 
were 97 psychology students at Trenton State College. Since a commonly 
accepted index of compulsivity on the original Rorschach is the Dd 
factor and the contrasting index of flexibili ty is t he D or W 
determinants , it was hypothesized when a group of individuals 
relatively high on the D factor, and a group relatively high on the 
Dd, are asked to re-exwnine the SORT stimuli in the style of the other, 
test comparisons of the two groups will show fewer significant changes 
for the Dd group . 
Upon administration of the SORT, the median D (54 . 5) and Dd (12. 2) 
responses were used to form two groups . The high D group consisted of 
those subjects 1vho scored above the median nwnber of D responses and 
below the median nwnber of Dd responses . The high Dd group was formed 
in exactly the reverse manner. These two groups accounted for about 
50 96 of the original subjects. Experimental and control groups were 
formed for both the high D and high Dd groups. h~en the groups were 
retested two 1·•eeks later the high D experiment al group was instructed 
to try to select ans1vers that r efer to smaller areas or details of 
the blots. The high Dd experimental group was instructed to try to 
select answers which refer to larger areas of the blot. The control 
groups 1vere simply asked to retake the test . Those subj ect s in the 
original sample not categorized into one group or the other were ran-
domly ass igned to one of t he four subgroups. The Wilcoxin T was 
used in analyzing the data. In the high D group 13 of the 15 factors 
showed significant changes . In the high Dd group, only three factors 
66 
shmved significant changes . These results indicate that response set 
is r elated to general problems of cognitive rigidity . And, the 
direction of change on the SORT r etest is in keeping ivith Rorschach 
rationale. 
The second study done by Langer (1962b) correlated P responses 
on the SORT with social desirability as measured on the Gough Adjective 
Check List. The P r esponse on the SORT has been cons idered to be a 
measure of social conformity. The subjects ivere 73 students enrolled 
in general psychology at Utah St ate University. Using two scor es 
derived from the Adjective Checklist, a measure of the social desir -
ability response set and a measure of the magnitude of the tendency 
to agree or disagree with what is thought socially desirable , four 
groups were formed . They were a male-agree and a male-disagree group, 
and a female-agree and a female-disagree group . Spearman rhos were 
computed bet;veen social desirability scores and P responses on the 
SORT for each of the four groups . The rhos fo r the male-agree ( . 24) 
and male-disagree ( . 88) groups were significant at the . 05 and . 01 
level respectively . The rhos for both femal e groups , ho;vever, were 
not significant. This find ing varifies previous sex differences 
r egarding response set on the Adjective Checklist according to Langer . 
It l ends further validity to the SORT (P) factor, at least ivith respect 
to males. 
Langer ' s third study (Langer, Carlisle , and Hayes, 1963a), employs 
a design roughly similar to that used above . The hypothes is for this 
study was that the SORT Hill reflect differences in anxiety and 
conformity as measured on the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale and the 
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Bernberg Human Relations Inventory respectively. The TMAS and HRI 
were administered to 119 general psychology students at Utah State 
University, 56 men and 63 l'I'Omen. A month later the SORT was administered 
to the same group. The means for the men and women on both the TivlAS 
and HRI were not significantly different, therefore, the sexes were 
combined. The subjects falling within the upper and lower quartile 
ranges of both the TMAS and HRI were grouped together forming a ''high'' 
and a "low" group. This produced four groups of 10 each with the 
following score patterns on the TI-lAS and HRI : high anxiety (HA) and 
high confonni t y (HC) , high anxiety and low confomi ty, low an.xiety 
and high confomity, and low anxiety and low confomity . On these 
four gr oups, a 2 x 2 analysis of variance was carried out for each of 
the SORT variables . Anxiety yielded only one significant difference, 
the SORT H factor, at the .OS level . Confomity was significant for 
the 0 and Fch factors on the SORT at the . OS and .01 levels respectively . 
Interaction effects between anxiety and confomity yielded significant 
findings at the .05 level for the S, F-, and P fac t ors on the SORT. 
Langer reports that the failur e of t he Fch factor to correlate with 
anxiety as measured by the TIIAS 1s "most disturbing, although it can 
be postulated that anxiety as measured by the TI-lAS score is not equiv-
alent to that represented by the Fch on the SORT'' · (p . 318-319). As 
has been shown by the Rankin and Thompson study , thi s appears to be 
the case for college student populations. Aside .from this, the 
other result which should be noted is the significant r elationship 
between the H factor on the SORT and anxie t y on the TMAS. According 
to Rorschach rational e , this r elationship is theoretically defensible. 
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However, there is no explanation for the significant correlations 
between the Fch and 0 factors and conformity . These could be a function 
of chance . 
In 1963 Langer, Hayes, and Sharp (1963b) conducted a second study 
on anxiety as measured by the SORT. The subjects were, as before, 
college students in introductory psychology . The results again shm\·ed 
that factor H on the SORT was the only variable that could be considered 
an indicator of a.TL'Ciety when compared with an..'Ciety as measured by the 
Th1AS. The Fch scores were, again, not related to anxiety. 
In 1964 Langer and McKain returned to the question of compulsi\·ity 
as measured on the SORT. Langer's earliest study (1962) had sho\~n t he 
Dd factor to be an index of rigidity. The present study was designed 
to cross-validate this measure with the Test of Behavioral Rigidity 
(TBR). The procedure, used with 57 college students, was to administer 
the SORT and the TBR on successive days in counter-balanced order . 
The test results were scored according to manual instruc t ions. A 
correlation matrix was derived from the raw scores, rather than 
standard scores, and adjusted for sex and order of testing. A canonical 
solution of the matrix produced three significant roots. In Root 1 
(R = . 60), M, F, and Fch load positively. FC loads negatively. The 
authors consider Root 1 to be a rigidity factor . Root 2 (R = .55), 
is a flexibility factor . For the SORT, S and F load negatively , 
and FC is positive . Root 3 (R = .~ 6 ) contains positive loadings for 
the SORT on S, Dd, Fch , l-1 , FC , and CF factors . P loads neg&~ively . 
The conclusion of the researchers, upon examination of the SORT-TBR 
matrix was that the roots indicated that the SORT indices did not 
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yield the same degree of postulated internal consistency as did those 
on the TBR . 
The majority of these studies done by Langer have been attempts to 
validate certain variables (location scores, social desirability, and 
acquiescence) as measures of r esponse set on the SORT . 1¥hereas 
location scores yielded positive findings , social desirability and 
acquiescence proved to be ambiguous in interpretation. Therefore, 
the following study (Langer and Hick, 1965) was an effort to clarify 
the above ambiguity. 
The previous research on social desirability and acquiescence 
employed scores derived from the Gough Adjective Checklist. It was 
decided, in this study, that "relatively pure" measures be used. These 
included the Bass Scale of Social Acquiescence (BSSA) and the ~!arlmv­
Crowne Scale of Social Desirability (ivi-C SDS) . "The BSSA consists of 
56 famous sayings, to which S indicates agreement, disagreement, or 
uncertaint y . The M-C SDS consists of 33 culturally sanctioned true-
false statements which measure social desirability without implying 
pathology" (p . 63). 
The BSSA, M-C SDS, and the SORT were given to 77 college students 
enrolled in an upper division psychology course . All three of the 
tests were scored standardly, with the exception of the BSSA on which 
both acquiescence and uncertainty respo~1.:;;;::; :·:ere scored, instead of 
acquiescence alone . This resulted in three measures of set -- ac-
quiescence, uncertainty, and social des i rability. Partial correlations 
and multiple R's were computed between these measures and each of the 
SORT factors . The conclusion reached was that acquiescence and social 
desirability as measured by the above stated tests accolmt for very 
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little of the var1ance on the SORT. "Keeping in mind that location 
scores have been previously judged valid measures of set on the SORT, 
it would appear that the measurement of set on the Rorschach mus t 
depart from the usual dimensions (i . e., acquiescence and social 
desirability)" (p. 63) . 
The last study by Langer (Langer and Hick, 1966) to be reviewed 
herein is one of three proposed studies in a plan to determine 1vhat 
features of the SORT are responsible for the lack of internal con-
sistency found in the previous research. In this study, Langer 
summarizes his opinions to date as follows: 
It i s our belief that S is requireq to make too many re-
sponses per blot and that many of these responses represent 
secondary or t ertiary choices. This, we believe, is the CTI.IX 
of the internal consistency problem . In other words, some 
responses really represent first choices (i.e., responses 
which S really "sees") and others may simply represent forced 
responses. (p . 440) 
That this may be the case is suggested by the results of this 
l as t study to control for the intensity of felt blot-form resemblance. 
The addition of a control measure did not improve the correlation 
between the SORT factors and the TMI\S anxiety measure. Also, it 
was found that, on test-retest administration of the SORT three weeks 
apart, one-third of all the responses 1vere changed , and the measure 
devised to detect intensity of felt resemblance had a median co-
efficient of .48. 
This series of studies done by Langer casts considerable doubt 
on the functional integrity of the SORT . !'Jot onl;: does the SORT 
fail to conform with Rorschach rationale on various scales, it lacks 
internal consistency as well . The intriguing feature here is that 
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the Weinlander studies resulted in the conclusion that the SORT does 
conform with general Rorschach rationale and, even more notably, that 
the Fch scale distinguished between normals (the telephone company 
employees) and neurotics (diagnosed neurotics in a short V.A. term 
treatment facility) at the .01 significance level. It is generally 
believed that neuroticism is accompanied by increased-to-acute levels 
of anxiety. 
It seems that studies done with the SORT using samples of college 
students generate conclusions different from those obtained by Stone 
on his normative sample of telephone company employees and the factory 
employee samples on which the construct validity of the test was 
established . College student samples differ from samples taken from 
clinical populations also, if Weinlander's data proves to be rep-
resentative: These differences are with respect to the degree to 
which research findings on the SORT conform with what might be expected 
according to Rorschach rationale, internal consistency of the SORT, 
and possibly the lack of correlations between personalit)' attributes 
as measured by the SORT and other personality test variables. 
At this t~1e, it doesn't seem possible to make a definitive 
statement as to the reliability or validity of the SORT. ~1ore research 
is needed. However, in light of the fact that Kahn's study found no 
internal inconsistencies in the SORT, the Thompson and Rankin study 
found that not only the SORT, but other tests as well, did not 
correlate with each other on measures of the same-label variables, 
and the \Veinlander studies support the use of the SORT in clinical 
populations, i does seem possible to conclude that the SORT can 
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function as an acceptable measure of thought process variables tapped 
by the Rorschach Ink Bl ots when individualized testing is not feasible . 
This conclusion must be considered tenative to be sure, but the above 
research suggests that it is not 1vithout some justification. .4nd, 
though one cannot simply dismiss the body of conflicting data generated 
from research with college students, it should be emphasized that the 
SORT is affected by motivation, response set , and a number of other 
factors reflecting immediate, rather than long term, attitudes and 
dispositions. When research results on the SORT are generated from 
samples of students enrolled in introductory psychology or sociology 
courses, it is easily possible that the findings are as much reflective 
of the conditions underwhich the test was administered as they are of 
actual personality traits and attributes that might be tapped by the 
SORT under conditions of administration more in keeping with its 
actual and intended uses. 
Summary 
The research reviewed herein can be divided into three general 
areas as follo1vs: 1) studies aimed at isolating demographic variables 
from among the information contained in a prison inmate's central 
file which can be used to differentiate between inmates who function 
successfully in temporary release programs and those who do not, 
2) studies addressing psychological traits and dispositions potentially 
pred·c:ive of i n.::::1 t :: success or failure on temporary release, 
3) previous research using the MMPI, CPI, and the SORT in assessing 
personality variables in prison, delinquent, and other population 
73 
samples that provide a prospective against 1vhich the results from 
their administrations in the present study can be vie1ved and discussed. 
Research into demographic variables associated with proneness 
to escape while on furlough showed that 1) offense, 2) months to 
parole eligibility, 3) age at furlough, 4) history of drug abuse, 
5) extensive criminal background, 6) property offenses, 7) history 
of escape, 8) being white, and 9) being under thirty-three years of 
age were relevant. 
Research into demographic variables predictive of success or 
failure on work-release produced the following list: 1) relationship 
to parole eligibility, 2) number of adjustment reports, 3) time 
to discharge, 4) number of total convictions, 5) number of felony 
convictions, 6) number of probation or parole violations, 7) outstanding 
1varrants, 8) type of offense for which current sentence is being 
served, 9) number of convictions of violent crimes against the person, 
10) length of most recent employment, 11) occupation, 12) participation 
in vocational programs, 13) number of dependants , 14) record of 
successful furlough. In general, those variables indicating greater 
personal stability and good institutional adjustment are predictive 
of success in work-release programs. Long or involved criminal 
histories are predictive of failure. 
The need to identify variables predictive of success or failure 
1n temporary release programs is not one of reducing the failure 
rate . Currently the furlough failure rate is less than two percent. 
The lmrnose of such research is to reduce the arbitrariness of decision 
making boards by providing objective criteria for acceptance into 
74 
temporary release programs. Also, the currently low failure rate is 
being achieved by generally excluding from the program those inmates 
most in need of it . Research into personality variables associated 
\vith success vs . failure may provide data which could be used in 
contrast with past his tory variables to make finer distinctions among 
borderline candidates for t emporary release programs . 
To date, the personality variables found to be associated \vith 
failure in work-release are 1) maladaptive modes of conflict resolution, 
2) unlikelihood of delaying gratification, 3) inaccurate self concept 
1n compar1son to concept of others. Those personality variables 
suggestive of success are 1) realistic orientation t o the future , 
2) awareness of and ready access to coping t echniques , 3) a comparatively 
lo\ver level of perceptual-motor rigidity as evidenced on the Bender 
Visual Motor Gestalt Test . 
Because research into personality variables associated with 
temporary release participants is so scant , and because the results 
of such research must be viewed in comparison with the overall incidence 
of personality traits and dispositions foLmd in prison populat ions, 
the t en year research project conducted by Edwin I. Megargee was 
reviewed in detail . Megargee' s verbal descr iptions of the t en i\J!v1PI 
groups were included in lieu of reporting the massive amount of data 
r esults on which they wc:-c based . They also provide the reader with 
a " f eel " for the types of personality configurations most prevalent 
in prison populations out of which tempor:1-::;- re l ease ca.1Jidates 
must be selected . 
The Rosen and i\!ink study made a comparison between the performances 
of a group of prisoners and a group of college students on the i'1!\1PI . 
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It Has administered three times to each group. On the first 
administration, the standard instructions were given. On the second 
administration, the subjects were asked to respond as they thought 
ivould be desirable for someone of their same age, sex, and socio-economic 
status. On the third administration, they were asked to respond as 
society in general would desire one to respond. The results showed 
a significantly higher correlation between the second and third 
administrations for the prisoner group in comparison ivith the student 
group. It appears that the prisoners make less of a distinction 
between what would be desirable in their peers and what society as 
a whole would consider desirable. 
In general prisoners differed from students (and most probably 
from the general population) on the ~Jr. !PI in attitudes toward char-
acteristics tapped by the Pd scale . They manifest a greater dis-
crepancy between felt depression and judged desirability of depression. 
They are more likel y to have a negative self image. Also, the more 
deviant or disturbed the student, the l ess l1is personal standards 
harmonize with his perceptions of society's demands. The markedly 
deviant prisoner, on the other hand, shows some tendency to avow a 
set of personal standards which parrot the social standards he 
perceives . He pays lip serviCe to social standards but comes into 
conflict with them in his actions. 
The third area covered in this review, previous uses of the ~MPI, 
CPI, and SORT, were discussed in terms of what types of data analysis 
might be applicable to the present study and what results have been 
obtained that may conceivably be replicated here. With respect to 
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data analysis, Megargee' s l'Ji'.1PI classification system can be applied 
to the 70 inmate profiles resulting from the administration of that 
test. In addition, Clark's Rc scale and Panton's Ec, HC, Ap, and PaV 
scales can be included among the original 13. ~~WI results can be 
compared 1vith previous results on parole violators vs. non-violators 
which showed that for non-violators scores were nearer T = 50, with the 
exception of the ~~ scale. Parole violators had a significantly 
greater overall number of scores above T = 70 on the Hs, D, Hy, Pd, 
and Ma scales. However only the k-corrected Ma scale differentiated 
significantly at the .05 level. 
Research involving the administration of the CPI to prison and 
delinquent groups showed that they score lower on Wb, To, and Ac, 
and markedly lower on Re and So when compared to scores of normal 
high school boys with whom they are considered to have the most in 
common. They are also somewhat lower on the factor III and IV scales. 
However, Richardson and Roebuck found that when delinquents were compared 
with matched samples not labeled delinquent, the only differences 
were on the Re and So scales. But in general, for individuals who 
have engaged in various anti-social and asocial behavior, scales 
loading on factor I, particularly Re and So , and to a lesser extent 
Ac , consistently differentiate . 
The following results were obtained in studies utilizing the 
CPI to distinguish between different subgroups within the prison 
population; 1'1izushirna and DeVos found that three factor II scales, 
Sy, Sp, and Sa, differentiated bet\veen solitary vs. social delinquents 
(those who commit solitary crimes and those who comnit crimes as part 
of a group). The solitary delinquents scored higher on these scales. 
lvilcox, studying the same two subgroups, found solitary criminals 
scored significantly higher on Sp and Sa , and lower on Ie. They 
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also scored higher on Fe , but to a lesser extent. Megargee's 
investigation of differences between extremely violent vs. moderately 
assaultive subgroups found the extreme group to be higher on Sc scores 
\vith insignificant trends to be higher on other factor III scales, 
specifically To, Ai, and Fx . The California study by Gough and others, 
wherein parole violators were compared with parole non-violators, 
produced results showing that the So and Sc scales differentiated 
between the two groups at the .01 level. From demographic data, CPI, 
and !vlJvlPI scores, six predictive equations were developed-- BE alone 
(demographic data); BE and CPI; BE and !v1r-1PI; BE, CPI, and ~.l,\JPI; 
CPI alone; 1'-lr'vlPI alone; and, CPI and H'1PI. All of them were found 
to differentiate significantly. The next question addressed in this 
study was, "\\hat kind of person is it who attains a high or low score 
on these equations." The answer was that the successful parolee could 
be described as co11scientious and moderate, not at all flamboyant, and 
perhaps unduely subdued. The parolee \vith a negative forecast is more 
narcissistic , restless, undercontrolled, too sure of himself, and quick 
to take offense when he is blocked or criticized. 
The Structured Objective Rorschach (SORT) has not been previously 
used with prison or delinquent populations. However, the l\'inelander 
studies suggest that the SORT might be useful in identifying neurotic, 
and psychotic tendancies . In comparing neurotics with nonnals, he 
found that Dd, P, and 0 differentiated at the .001 level; Fch at the 
. 01 level; and D and !vl at the .05 level. Normals differed from 
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psychotics on P, FC, and Dd at the .001 level; D and F- at the .01 
level; and Fat the .02 level. In general, Winelander concluded that 
the SORT could be used in a clinical setting, the results of his 
studies being consistent with Rorschach rationale. 
Though Winlander' s data are encouraging, other studies using the 
SORT with college student samples have produced confusing and incon-
sistent results. Why this is so has not been determined. Therefore, 
the reliability and validity of the SORT test results must be considered 
questionable. 
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CHAPTER III 
METI-10DOLOGY 
Because the problem addressed in this study was two-fold- -the 
isolation of demographic variables and personality variables associated 
with fur lough success or failure --two separate methodologies were 
necessary. To isolate demographic variables, a large sample of previously 
furloughed inmates Has selected and the technique of linear discriminant 
analysis Has used to assess the relationship betHeen those variables 
in their central files thought to be relevant to success or failure. 
In isolating personality variables, only 70 inmates served as subjects . 
These inmates were administered personality tests. The r esults of 
these tests were then analyzed to determine which test variables, if 
any, showed significant differences when the subgroup of potential 
furlough successes was compared with the potential furlough failures. 
Membership in one or the other subgroup was detemined by applying 
the data developed as a r esult of the analysis of demographic 
variables to the relevant data in each inmate's central file. The 
following is a detailed description of how the above was done . 
Sample and Population 
Demographic variables. Demographic data was gathered from the files 
of adult male felons housed in correctional institutions in the follo\ving 
states: Virginia, Pennsylvania, and New York . The selection of subjects 
was limited t o those inmates who were eligible for furlough between 
1974 and 1977, and who had been approved and left the institution on 
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at least one occasion. These were inmates whose records were currently 
on file with the Central Classification Boards of the various states. 
The distribution of knmvn furlough success and failure cases was such that 
all of the "success" group cases were from Virginia. All three states 
were represented in the "failure" cases. This distribution was not 
deliberate, but due to the type of selection procedure used. 
The total sample consisted of 484 subjects. 252 subjects were 
classified as successful furlough participants on the grounds that they 
had completed one or more furloughs by returning to the institution 
at the appropriate time, and received no negative reports from official 
community sources . All of these subjects were from the Virginia 
Department of Corrections . 232 subjects were classified as having 
failed to successfully complete a furlough . These subjects were those 
1vho did not return to the institution at the appropriate time and were 
listed as absconders . The Virginia Department of Corrections, because 
of the extreme conservatism of its furlough selection procedure, had 
a total of ll6 failures on record between 1974 and 1977 . 47 of these 
were listed as furlough absconders prior to 1976 and 69 were listed as 
absconders during 1976 and 1977. Because more subjects in the "failure" 
category were needed, the Pennsylvania Department of Corrections and 
the New York Department of Corrections \vere asked to make their 
files of furlough absconders available. From Pen __ .ylvania, 70 furlough 
failures were randomly selected, with the exception that those files 
not containing sufficient information on the necessary variables were 
discarded. 46 furlough failures were obtained from New York m this 
same way. However, as will be seen by noting the variations 1n N 
reported in the analysis of results, the total number of subjects 
varies according to the variable under consideration. The lowest 
number of subjects, 235 successes and 212 failures, available for 
inclusion in the discriminant analysis was because of incomplete 
information and errors made in collecting the raw data. 
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Personality variables. Seventy adult male felons were selected 
from the following institutions in and around the Richmond, Virginia 
area: Penitentiary, Powhatan Correctional Center North Housing Unit, 
James River Correctional Center, Camp #13 . This sample was selected 
from among the available population of minimUT!l security inmates who 
are potential furlough candidates . The goal here was to select 35 
inmates \vho, according to their scores on the classification equations 
developed from the discriminant analysis, had over a 70% chance of 
succeeding on furlough; and to select 35 inmates who, according to 
their scores, had less than a 20% chance of succeeding on furlough, 
or, an 80% chance of failing. The procedure to accomplish this involved 
dividing the institutions into those providing candidates for the 
failure category and those providing candidates for the success category . 
Lists of potential successes and failures were made up for each 
institution. Those institutions having the most irumtes in one group 
or the other were chosen to supply subjects from the predominant group. 
This institutional homogeneity was necessary bcc.J.use inmates who 
voltmteered to take the personality tests to be administered were 
not required to put their names on the ansh'er sheets. 
James River Correctional Center and Camp 13 provided the subjects 
in the potential success category. The Penitentiary and Powhatan 
Correctional Center orth Housing lJnit provided the potential failure 
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category. Because taking all or some of the personality t ests was 
entirely voluntary, not all of the inmates who agreed to partic ipate 
completed all the tests. To allow for this, if more than the minimum 
number of men necessary from each institution volunteered, they were 
accepted as subjects. The following is t he number of subjects completing 
each test from each institution: 1) r~WI - PCCNHU (24) , Pen (9) , 
JRCC (23), #13 (8) . 2) CPI- PCCM1U (23) , Pen (15), JRCC (23), 
#13 (8) . 3) SORT - PCCNHU (25), Pen (16), JRCC (21) , #13 (11). 
4) Interview - PCCNHU (24), Pen (14), JRCC (24) , #13 (10). 
Though no subject was required to put his name on any of the answer 
sheets , all of the subjects were told that if they 'vished to receive 
the results of their tests, they could put their names and institutional 
numbers on the answer sheets in the space provided. In the PCCNHU 
group, 7 inmat es chose not to put their names on the answer sheets. 
In the Pen group, 4 chose not to do so . Those who did give their 
names, also gave their ages . From this information, t he average 
age of the failure group was determined to be 37 . 29 with a range from 
21 to 52 , the exception being one man who was 77 years old. This 
accounts f or 21 of the men in the potential failure subgroup . 
In the potential success subgroup, 1 inmate failed to give his 
name and age and 4 inmates gave only their names. For the remaining 
26, the mean age was detennined to be 35 .1 2 with a range from 21 to 58. 
Procedures 
Demographic variables. For each of the 484 subjects on h·h -~ .. data 
was gathered , a "data el ement sheet" was used to record information 
from Central Files (see Appendix E) . TJ1is data sheet was used 
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previously in the Virginia Department of Corrections for research 
on variables associated with work-release success or failure 
(Brookhart, Ruark, and Scoven, 1976) . Changes were made in definition 
of some of the existing variables, others were dropped, and some new 
variables were added. However, because copies of this original sheet 
were readily available, it was used in lieu of constructing an entirely 
nelv one. 
The "data element sheet" was constructed to allow for transformation 
of the demographic variable raw values to computer cards. Following 
the collecting of raw data, this was done. The computer programs used 
to then analyze this data were the SPSS (Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences, 1975) programs - Subprogram !_-Test; Comparison 
of Sample Means, Subprogram Pearson Carr : Pearson Product-l'-!oment 
Correlation Coefficients, and Subprogram Discriminant (Nie, Hull, 
Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and Bent, 1975). 
Personality variables. There were a total of four separate 
groups of inmates to whom three personality tests were administered 
along with a short structured interview. This required two consecutive 
half-days of testing. On the first day the ~~~I and the SORT were 
aruninistered . On the second day, those who did not finish the l'-~WI 
did so and were also given the CPI and the structured interview. 
This order of administration was selected because the i'li\WI answer 
sheet is the longest and most tedious to use (the IBM machine scored 
answer sheet was used). The ~fvWI, therefore, was judged to be the 
test most inmates would fail to complete if they were likely to le~ -e 
any unfinished , or choose to drop out of the study. Those inmates 
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who finished the Mi'-1PI would probably be committed enough to complete 
the other tests as well. The SORT was administered following the 
.MMPI, if enough time was available. It was placed between the 1'1HPI 
and CPI to break up the similarity of those two tests . The short 
structured interview was always given last because subjects finished 
the series of tests at different rates making it most convenient to 
interview them as they left. This standard order of administration 
was judged preferable over rotating the testing order so that the 
ma-x:imwn number of inmates would complete all the tests. 
All inmates to 1-vhom the tests were given signed release-of-
information forms which stated that the undersigned willingly agreed 
t o participate in taking the tests for research purposes. All four 
groups were told that the information gathered from the tests was t o 
be used in association with other information pertaining to the 
furlough program to eventually improve its operation . They were told 
that no tests would be analyzed individually, but all test items would 
be combined in groups. And lastly, they were asked to ans\ver the 
test items as honestly as possible because those tests answered randomly 
or with some specific purpose in mind would have to be thrown out. 
All of the institutions participating in this research received 
a letter from the Assistant Director of Classification and Treatment 
authorizing the presence of t he :resea1T.I.C'l" (see Appendix F). 
All of the answer sheets from the administration of the three 
tests were hand scored. Every seventh test was scored twice as a check 
for errors in scoring. For the ~~1PI, k-corrected scales of each 
test were graphed. These graphs were then grouped, according to 
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~legargee' s classification system (Megargee, 1977), into one of ten 
categories. Those graphs that could not be so classified were de-
signated with question marks (?) and those graphs >vith F scales above 
T = 30 were labeled "invalid ." In addition t-tests were performed 
on the following five special scales: HC, Es, PaV, Ap, and Rc . 
With respect to the CPI, !-tests for the difference between 
means of independent samples were performed on all 18 scales . In 
addition graphs of the mean scale scores for the success group, the 
failure group , norms for Jnale high school students , and means for 
194 prison inmates were compared. I_-tests were performed on all 15 
of the SORT variables using raw scores. The combined mean standard 
scores for both groups >vere then compared with means for college men 
and industrial ~~rkers reported in the SORT manual. 
For the four intervie\v questions, comparisons were made between 
the success and failure subgroups in the number of responses of various 
types given . Chi squares were computed for those categories showing 
major differences between the two groups. 
~leasures 
Demographic variables. The information gathered from inmate 
control files which >vas used in the research data analysis and the 
number of cases for which the information was known is as follows: 
1) 
2) 
Category 
length of current sen-
N for 
Success Group 
t ence (240) 
emotional maturity scores 
rated from 1 to 6 on the 
basis of presentence psycho-
logical report and other sub-
jective information (251) 
N for 
Failure Group 
(231) 
(227) 
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Category N for N for 
Success Group Failure Group 
3) months of previous 
incarcerations prior 
to furlough (252) (231) 
4) number of misdemeanors (252) (231) 
5) number of felonies (252) (231) 
6) number of previous 
incarcerations (252) (231) 
7) number of juvenile 
convictions (252) (231) 
8) age at first conviction (251) (229) 
9) number of institutional 
adjustment reports (252) (159) 
10) number of prior escapes (252) (231) 
11) number of probation 
and parole violations (252) (231) 
12) number of prior furloughs (249) (229) 
13) months to discharge date (249) (229) 
14) months past parole 
eligibility (114) ( 87) 
15) months remaining to 
parole eligibility (138) (136) 
16) months served on present 
sentence prior to furlough (251) (231) 
17) age at furlough release (252) (230) 
18) total number of convictions (252) (231) 
19) age at current conviction (251) (231) 
20) age at parole eligibility (252) (224) 
21) age at time of discharge 
eligibility (249) (230) 
22) average time between 
convictions (251) (229) 
23) marital status-married/ 
single/divorced/separated (250) (229) 
24) to whom furloughed-wife/ 
parents/relatives/other (250) (229) 
25) type of offense-theft/ 
extortion, forgery/arson/ 
drugs/robbery/assault, 
carrying weapon/kidnap, 
sexual assault/homicide (236) (231) 
26) occupation-unemployed/ 
service/semi-skilled/ 
skilled/professional (252) (231) 
Personality variables. All of the following scales from each of 
three personality tests were measured : 
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MMPI CPI SORT 
-L- Do -w 
F Cs D 
K Sy Dd 
Hs Sp s 
D Sa F 
Hy Wb F-
Pd Re M 
1f So H1 
Pa Sc FC 
Pt To CF 
Sc Gi Fch 
Ma On A 
Si Ac H 
HC Ai p 
Es le 0 
PaV Py 
Ap Fx 
Rc Fe 
In addition Megargee's ten .Mt-!PI profile classifications were 
applied . They are Item, Easy, Baker, Able, George, Delta, Jupiter, 
Foxtrot, Charlie, and How. See Appendix A for mean profiles and 
classification rules for each group. 
Lastly, each inmate was asked to respond to five questions 
asked by the researcher. They were: 1) When you leave prison, what 
do you want to do? 2) What were your mother and father like when you 
were growing up? (If this question did not elicit an answer that 
would allow for a classification of "strict," "moderate," or "lenient," 
with reference to the subject's opinion of how he was reared, then the 
subject was asked if he felt his upbringing could be described by 
one of those terms.) 3) How many brothers and sisters do you have? 
Are you close to your family, sort of close, or don't you see them 
much? 4) Do you know any people now that you like alot? What kind 
of person do you like as a frjend? 5) If you were asked to give 
some advice to a person coming into the prison system for the first 
time, what would it be? 
Analysis of Data 
Demographic variables . The SPSS computer programs Subprogram 
T-test : Comparison of Sample Means for independent samples, and 
Subprogram Pearson Carr : Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Co -
efficients are straightforward standard programs . T-tests were run 
on all of the variables not in category form . Significance tests 
for those variables in category form were run using Subprogram 
Crosstabs which generates a Chi-square statistic along ivith several 
others. 
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The complex analysis which produced classification coefficients 
for a specific subset of variables determined to best differentiate 
between the furl ough successes and failures is the SPSS package, 
Subprogram DiscrDninant. 
The purpose for selecting discriminant analysis was to statistical ly 
di stinguish between the two groups on which demographic variables 
wer e collected. These variables were selected because they might 
provide measures of characteristics on which the two groups can be 
expected to differ. "The mathematical objective of discriminant 
analysis is to weight and linearly combine the discriminating variables 
in some fashion so that the groups are forced to be as statistically 
distinct as possible" (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbreener, and Bent, 
1975, p. 435). 
By t aking several demographic variables and mathematically 
combining them, it is hoped that a single dimension can be found on 
which furlough successes are clustered at one end and furlough failures 
at the other . Such a dimension may be arrived at by forming a linear 
combination of discriminating variables called a discriminant function 
+ d. z lp p. D. is the 
l 
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score on the discriminant function!, the d's are weighting coefficients, 
and the Z' s are the standardized values of the p discriminating variables 
used in the analysis . 
In developing this equation, or discriminant function, several 
statistics are generated. These statistical t ests measure the success 
with which the discriminating variables actually discriminate when 
combined into the equation. The weighting coefficients can be 
interpreted in much the same \~Y as in factor analysis . 
Once a set of variables is foLmd which can distinguish satis-
factorily between knmm cases of successful vs. w1successful furlough 
performance, a set of classification functions are derived Hhich can 
allow for the classification of new cases for which furlough performance 
is unknmvn. However , before this is done the discriminant function 1s 
checked by using it to classify the original set of cases on which 
it was developed. A separate linear combination of the discriminating 
variables is used for classification into one group or the other. 
This produces a probability of membership in each group. The individual 
case is assigned to the group in which it has the highest probability 
of membership. 
In this study, a total of eight discriminant functions and re-
sulting classification coefficients were developed and applied to the 
following combinations of data: 1) Total Data, N (447) . 2) equation 
developed on 2nd two-thirds of Total Data used to classify 1st third . 
3) equation developed on 1st third and last third of Total Data used 
to classify 2nd third. 4) equation developed on 1st and 2nd third 
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of Total Data used to classify 3rd third. 5) Virginia Data alone, 
N (362). 6) equation developed on 2nd two-thirds of Virginia Data 
used to classify 1st third. 7) equation developed on 1st third and 
last third of Virginia Data used to classify 2nd third. 8) equation 
developed on 1st and 2nd third of Virginia Data used to classify 
3rd third. In all of these combinations, the percentage of correct 
classification was determined. Splitting the data into thirds lvas 
for the purpose of cross validation. Generating separate equations 
for the Virginia Data alone allowed for a detennination of the 
differences made by adding failure cases from New York and Pennsylvania. 
In addition, separate percentages of accurate classification were 
computed for the first 47 Virginia failure cases, and the last 69 
failure cases which occurred following administrative changes in 
selection procedure for furlough candidates. 
The potentially discriminating demographic variables gathered in 
this study were more than necessary to achieve satisfactory discrimination 
when combined into a discriminant function . Therefore a restricted 
discriminant analysis using a stepwise procedure available in this 
subprogram was employed. This stepwise solution is based on the 
pooled within-groups covariance matrix: and utilizes a selection 
criterion equivalent to the inclusion of variables yielding the 
largest overall multivariate F r atio . Variables eliminated from the 
original set of data were selected for exclusion from the final 
restricted analysis because they were highly intercorrelated with one 
or more other variables included in the final analysis . Also, 
significance levels \vere taken into consideration in making these 
decisions . 
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The SPSS Subprogram Discriminant, when a stepwise solution 
procedure is used, requires the specification of a selection criterion 
according to which the stepwise solution is carried out . ~1ethod 
Wilks was selected for this analysis. As pr eviously stated, the 
criterion for this method is the overall multivariate F ratio for the 
test of differences among the group centroids (the mean discriminant 
scores for each group) . "The variable which maximizes the F ratio 
also minimizes Wilks' Lambda, a measure of group discrimination" 
(Nie, Hall, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and Bent, 1975, p. 447) . 
Among the options and statistics available in Subprogram Dis-
criminant, the following were selected: Options - (5) Print classifi-
cation results table, (6) Print discriminant scores and classification 
information, (7) Print a single plot of cases, (8) Print a separate 
plot for each group, (11) Print unstandardized discriminant function 
coefficients, (12) Print classification functions. Statistics -
(1) Means , (2) Standard Deviations, ( 5) ~latrix of painvise F ratios, 
(6) Univariate F ratios. 
This concludes a description of the data analyses performed on 
the demographic variables. 
Personality variables . Three types of analyses were used on the 
data resulting from the administration of the ~~PI, CPI, SORT, and 
structured interview. The ~lt'ifPI profiles, graphed for each test 
using k-corrected scale scores, were classified into one of Megargee ' s 
t en groups. With the exception of 3 profiles, which were labeled 
invalid because the F scale score was above T = 80 , and 5 profiles, 
in the potential furlough failure group , \vhich did not meet the 
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essential classification rules for any of the ten groups, all of the 
profiles were amenable to this procedure. After all the profiles 
were classified, all profiles classified as Item , Easy , Baker, 
Able, and George were grouped together. Profiles classified as 
Delta, Jupiter, Foxtrot, Charlie, and How formed a second group . For 
the potential furlough successes, there were 21 profiles in the 
Item-through-George group and 12 profiles in the Delta-through-How 
group. For the potential furlough failures, there were 13 and 13 in 
each respective group. It was decided to compare the profile dis-
tributions in this way because there are five i'>fegargee categories 
which are defined by .lv!ivfPI profiles relatively benign with respect 
to evidence of deep seated pathology and five profiles which 
become markedly more deviant beginning with group Delta . A Chi 
square was run on the t.....-o-by-two table made up of the furlour;h groups 
and the two ~,1\fPI profile categories thus formed. A second Chi-square 
was run on the same data with the addition of the invalid and 
questionable profiles to the Delta-through-How group. 
T-tests for the difference between means for independent samples 
were done on all of the CPI and SORT scores, and for the five special 
MMPI scale scores. 
As stated in the procedure section, Chi-squares were run on all 
categories obtained from responses to the structured interview questions 
whi ch showed major differences between the two groups . 
Lastly , comparison of SORT means and CPI graphs with various 
scores and graphs on other population samples were made . 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
As can be seen from a review of the literature, no clear-cut 
theoretical formulations exist which could provide a guide for deter-
mining 1vhat, among the data obtained from this research, is reliably 
significant and what is not. The question of what interpretation 
to put on the results obtained also awaits future development of both 
theory and fact. Educated guesses can, and will, be made herein (see 
Chapter V) , but in the selection of data to be reported as results, 
such guesses cannot play a part. Therefore, with few exceptions, all 
of the available data obtained in the course of this research effort 
1s presented, either here or in the Appendices. 
Means, standard deviations, t-values, and significance levels 
are reported for demographic and personality variables. Distribution 
percentages, chi-square values and significance levels are reported 
for those demographic and personality variables in category form. 
Pearson correlation coefficients and significance levels are reported 
for those demographic variables used in the restricted discrimb1ant 
analysis and/or significant at the .05 level or above. 
With respect to the linear discriminant analyses used to generate 
equations for the classification of inmates into the furlough success 
or furlough failure groups, intennediate results obtained in the course 
of the stepwise selection of variables are reported. Wilks' lambdas 
and univariate F-ratios are reported for those variables to be con-
sidered for inclusion in the resulting discriminant functions. 
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For the final discriminant functions obtained through stepwise 
analyses, canonical correlations, Wilks' lambdas, chi-square values, 
and significance levels will be reported, as 1vill the standardized 
discriminant function coefficients and the success and failure group 
mean scores on the functions . 
Cross validation of the discriminant functions was done through 
the classification of cases us1ng classification functions derived 
from the discriminant functions . A separate classification function 
1s generated for each of the groups into which a case may be placed, 
1n this case the furlough success group and the furlough failure group. 
Classification function coefficients will be reported for the Total 
Data and the Virginia Data Alone as well as for each division of both 
sets of data into thirds. Percentages of correct classification 
will be reported for the Total Data and Virginia Data Alone . Percentages 
of correct classification will also be reported for each division 
of both sets of data into thirds . 
Lastly, two graphs will be presented. One compares the mean 
CPI profiles of the furlough success and furlough failure group combined , 
with norms for male high school students, and the mean profile for 
194 prison inmates tested by Gough in the process of validating the 
CPI scales (Gough, 1969) . 
Restatement of Hypotheses and Related Questions 
The hypotheses this research \-.'as designed to test, stated m null 
form, are as follmvs: 
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(1) There are no significant differences between the known 
furlough success group and the known furlough failure group 
with respect to any of the 26 demographic variables selected 
from the inmate central files. 
(2) It is not possible to obtain classification equations which 
can be used to correctly discriminate between previously 
successful and unsuccessful furlough participants at 
least 70% of the time. 
(3) There are no differences in personality characteristics, as 
measured by performance on the CPI, ~~WI, and S-0 Rorschach, 
associated with inmates who are eligible , but have not gone 
on furlough, and who have more than a 70% chance of success, 
and inmates in the same pre-furlough group who have less than 
a 20% estimated chance of success, as determined by the 
discriminant function developed in answer to hypothesis number 
two. Also there are no differences in responses to stn1ctured 
interview questions among these two potential furlough groups . 
In addition to the above hypotheses, there are a number of other 
questions which become of interest when considered in light of the body 
of research reviewed in Chapter II. They are--
(1 ) How do the mean ~1JI1PI profiles of the potential furlough success 
and failure subgroups, and the two groups combined, compare 
with group mean profiles from other prison samples? 
(2) How do the mean CPI profiles of the potential furlough success 
and failure subgroups, and the two groups combined, compare 
with the mean profiles from other prison samples and population 
subgroups? 
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(3) How do the mean scores on the SORT factors for the potential 
furlough success and f ailure subgroups, and the two groups 
combined, compare with group mean scores from other population 
subgroups? 
Presentation of Results 
~1eans, standard deviations, t-values, significance levels, and 
number of cases for demographic data. In Table 1, the above statistics 
are reported for those demographic variables included in the restricted 
discriminant analysis performed on the total data. Also, those 
variables not in the discriminant analysis but for which significance 
levels of .05 or above were obtained are included. (See Appendix G 
for the above statistics on nonsignificant demographic variables not 
used ln the restricted discriminant analyses.) 
It can be seen from Table 1 that those inmates 1vho were successful 
on furlough showed significant tendancies to have longer prison t erms , 
be farther away from discharge and parole eligibility, to have served 
more months prior to furlough, to have fewer parole violations, to be 
older at the time of discharge, to have a smaller ·number of total 
convictions, to have fewer felonies but more misdemeanors, to have 
served a smaller number of total months incarcerated, and to be more 
emotionally mature according to the subjective rating used herein. 
However, it should be noted here that comparisons of means and 
standard deviations for the variables in the above table, and in those 
that follo1v, indicate that some of the demographic data, for both the 
success and failure groups, lack hornogeniety. In addition, some of the 
standard deviations are unduly large . In certain instances, this can 
Table 1 
Demographic Variables of the furlough Success and 
Furlough Failure Groups for the Total Data 
Standard 
Variable Cases Mean Deviation t-Value 
Length of Term* (S) 240 (S) 20.39 (S) 26.81 5.76 
en 231 (F) 9.70 (F) 10.18 
Emotional Maturity (S) 251 (S) 3.51 (S) .97 6.24 
Raw ScC~res* (F) 227 (F) 2. 94 (F) 1. 01 
Age at First (S) 251 (S) 19.20 (S) 5.08 . 77 
Conviction* (F) 229 en 18.83 (F) 5.29 
Number of Parole (S) 252 (S) . 22 (S) . 4 5 6.80 
Violations* (F) 231 en . 73 (F) 1. 03 
Number of Prior (S) 252 (S) 1. 89 (S) 3.52 6.84 
Furloughs* (F) 226 (F) .33 (F) .80 
Relationship to (S) 252 (S) 8.02 (S) 28. 50 1. 26 
Parole Eligibility (F) 223 (F) 5.29 (F) 18.19 
Months Served Prior (S) 251 (S) 38.91 3.12 
to Furlough* (F) 230 (F) 29.36 
Significance 
Level 
. 000 
.000 
. 440 
.000 
.000 
. 209 
.002 
\.0 
---.J 
Table 1 (Cont.) 
Standard Significance 
Variable Cases ~lean Deviation T-Value Level 
-
Total Nwnber of (S) 252 (S) 3. 48 (S) 3. 21 3.73 .000 
Convictions (F) 231 (F) 4. 77 (F) 4.30 
Age at Time of Dis- (S) 249 (S) 40.19 (S) 1.30 3.35 .001 
charge Eligibility (F) 230 (F) 35.16 (F) . 76 
rvlonths Remaining to (S) 138 (S) 23.47 (S) 25 . 87 :).63 .000 
Parole Eligibil ity (F) 136 (F) 13 . 86 (F) 17.19 
Months to Discharge (S) 249 (S)l22 . 93 (S)l86.14 4.40 .000 
Date (F) 229 (F) 65.33 (F) 85 . 91 
Nwnber of Felonies (S) 252 (S) . 92 (S) 1. 68 3.51 .000 
(F) 231 (F) 1.46 (F) 1. 68 
Nwnber of (S) 252 (S) 6.26 (S) 6. 91 2. 42 .016 
Misdemeanors (F) 231 (f.) 4. 86 (F) 5.80 
~lonths of Previous (S) 252 (S) 12.04 (S) 19.95 2. 02 .044 
Incarcerations (F) 231 (F) 16.01 (F) 22.97 
Nwnber of Previous (S) 252 (S) 1. 56 (S) 2. 44 2. 83 .005 
Incarcerations (F) 231 (F) 2.32 (F) 3.32 
t: = variables included in the restricted discriminant analysis 
(S) = successfully furloughed inmates 
\.0 (F) = unsuccessfully furloughed inmates co 
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be interpreted as indicative of skewedness in the sampling distribution, 
If this were to occur in a sample with an~ of, say, under 100, it 
would most probably necessitate the use of a non-parametric statistic 
despite the extraordinary robustness of the t-test . Hmvever, since 
the advent of computers which make it possible to compare samples 
1vith very large ~'s, the use oft-tests on samples which grossly 
violate the requirements of homogeneity of variance and normalcy 
of distribution is accepted. Though there is no way of knmving how 
such departures affect the actual significance in the differences 
between means, it is assummed that, with confidence limits higher than 
.95, such differences are still very likely to exist in the population 
from which the sample was drawn (Fergusen, 1976) . The disadvantage 
to using the mean statistic when the standard deviations are unduly 
large is that it may not be an accurate reflection of central tendency , 
and, therefore, should not be considered as such. 
In Table 2, the same statistics found in Table 1 are reported for 
those demographic variables used in the restricted discr~1inant 
analysis on the Virginia data alone. As before, those variables not 
1n the Virginia discriminant analysis but for which significance levels 
of .OS or above were obtained, using the Virginia data alone, are 
included. 
By comparing Table 2 with Table 1, it can be seen that there are 
differences between the Total Data analysis and analysis of the 
Virginia Data Alone. Those demographic variabl es used in the restricted 
discr~1inant analysis of the Total Data but not the analysis of the 
Virginia Data Alone are Length of Term, Age at First Conviction, 
Table 2 
Demographic Variables of the Furlough Success and Furlough 
Failure Groups for the Virginia Data Alone 
Standard Significance 
Variable Cases ~lean Deviation T-Value Level 
-
Emotional Maturity (S) 251 (S) 3.51 (S) 26.81 1. so .135 
Raw Score* (F) 117 (f) 3.32 (F) 11.83 
Number of Prior (S) 252 (S) 1. 89 (S) 3.52 6.99 .000 
Furloughs* (F) 117 (F) .27 en . 72 
t-.1ontl1s to Dis- (S) 249 (S)l22 .93 (S)l86.14 5.38 .000 
charge Date* (F) 117 (F) 54.91 (F) 48.94 
Tota; Number of (S) 252 (S) 3.48 (S) 3. 21 3.05 .002 
Conv i ctions* (F) 117 (F) 4.62 (F) 3.65 
Length of Term (S) 240 (S) 20 . 39 (S) 26 . 81 4.64 .000 
(F) 117 (F) 10.90 (F) 11.83 
Number of Felonies (S) 252 (S) . 92 (S) 1. 68 2. 78 .006 
(F) 117 (F) 1.38 (F) 1.40 
Number of Previous (S) 252 (S) 1. 56 (S) 2.44 2.22 . 027 
Incarcerations (F) 2.24 (f) 2. 86 
f--1 
0 
0 
Variable Cases 
Number of Parole (S) 252 
Violations (F) 117 
Relationship to (S) 252 
Parole Eligibility (F) 117 
Montl1 s Remaining to (S) 138 
Parole Eligibility (F) 52 
Months Served Prior (S) 251 
to Furlough (F) 117 
Age at Time of Dis- (S) 249 
charge Eligibility (F) 117 
Table 2 (Cont.) 
Standard 
t.Jean Deviation 
(S) . 23 (S) .45 
(r) .36 (F) .58 
(S) 8.02 (S) 28.50 
(F) .90 (f) 15.13 
(S) 23 . 47 (S) 25 . 87 
(F) 12.56 (F) 11 . 83 
(S) 38.91 (S) 39.76 
(F) 28.72 (F) 27 . 27 
(S) 40.19 (S) 20 . 46 
(F) 34.33 (F) 11.11 
T-Value 
-
2.32 
3.13 
3.97 
2.86 
3. 54 
Significance 
Level 
.021 
.002 
.000 
.004 
.000 
f-' 
C) 
f-' 
Number of Parole Violations, and Months Served Prior to Furlough. 
Those demographic variables in the Virginia Data Alone analysis but 
not in the analysis of the Total Data are Months to Discharge Data 
and Total Number of Convictions. (It should be noted here that there 
are two more variables used in both sets of data. They are Marital 
Status and To 1\~om Furloughed . However, these are category variables 
on which chi-squares rather than t-tests were used. They will be 
r eported in the next section.) 
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In addition to the above differences with respect to the variables 
used rn the restricted discriminant analyses , Months of p,revious 
Incarceration and ~lumber of ~!isdemeanors were s t atistically significant 
variables in the !-test analysis of the Total Data but not in the 
analysis of the Virginia Data Alone . 
Analyses of category variables using the chi-square statistic 
for the demographic data . Among those variables considered for inclu-
sion in the restricted discriminant analysis, thirteen >vere category 
variables . Of the thirteen, two were included in both the Total Data 
and Virginia Data Alone discriminant analyses . They were Marital 
Status Recode Combining Divorced and Separat ed , and To 1Vhom Furloughed 
Bivariate, \Vife/Other . Tables 3 through 9 present distribution 
percentages and chi-square tests of independance of two variables for 
those demographic category variables ~nalyz ed f or both the Total Data 
and the Virginia Data Alone for which significances levels of .05 
or above were obtained. (See Appendix H for distribution percentages 
and chi-square statistics on those category variables not significant 
at the .05 l evel or above.) 
103 
Table 3 
Variable : Marit?.l Status for the Total Data 
and Virginia Data Alone 
~far i tal % (S) and of Total Chi Degrees of Sign ificance 
Status (F) Cases Cn ses Square Freedom Level 
~!arried (S) 17.3 30.1 (F) 12.9 
A Single (S) 28 . 3 52. 4 (F) 24.1 
9. 666 3 .02 
Di\·orced (S) 3.3 9.1 (F) 5. 8 
Separated (S ) 3.1 8.3 (F) 5. 2 
Tot3l (S) 52 . 0 100 . 0 (F) 48 . 0 
Total Data: N = 250 furlough successes , 231 furlough failures 
~!arried (S) 2~ . 6 33.0 (F) 10 . 4 
B Single (S) 37 . 1 49 . 6 (F) 12 . 5 
16. 813 2 . 000 
Dii'Orced (S) 4 . 4 10.4 (F) 6. 0 
Separ:lted (S) 4.1 7.1 (F) 3. 0 
Total (S ) 52.0 100.0 (F) 48 . 0 
Vir;.:.niCJ Data :\lone: ~ = 250 furlough successes , 117 furlough failures 
A = Tot:Jl Data hereaft er . 
B = Virginia Data .'\lone hereaft er. 
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Table 4 
Variable: Marital Status Recode Combining Divorced and 
Separated for the Total Data and the Virginia Data Alone 
!Y!arital 
Status % (S) and % of Tora,l Chi Degrees of Significance 
Recode (F) Cases Cases Square Freedom Level 
l>!arried (S) 17. 3 30.1 (F) 12.9 
A Single (S) 28.3 52.4 (F) 2·Ll 
9.655 2 . 008 
Divorced/ (S) 6.4 17. 5 Separated (F) 11.0 
Total (S) 52.0 100.0 (F) 48 . 0 
Total Dat3 : N = 250 furlough successes , 231 furlough failures 
l>!arried (S) 22 . 6 33.0 (F) 10 . 4 
B Single (S) 37.1 49.6 (F) 12.5 
15.086 2 .000 
Divorced/ (S) 8.4 17.4 Separated (F) 9. 0 
Total (S) 68.1 100 . 0 (F) 31.9 
Virginia Data Alone: N = 250 furlough successes, 117 furlough failures 
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Table 5 
Variable: Marital Status Recode Combining Married or 
Single and Divorced or Separated for t he 
Total Data and the Virginia Data Alone 
Ma r ital 
Status % (S) and % or Total Chi Degrees of Significance 
Recode (F) Cases Cases Square Freedom Leve l 
~la.rried (S) -15.5 82.5 
or Single (f) 37.0 
A Divorced or (S) 6.4 17.5 8 . 543 1 . 00-l Sep:J.r;:!ted (F) 11. 0 
Tot :J. l (S) 52 .0 100.0 (F ) 48 . 0 
To t:J.l D:J.ta: N = 250 furlough successes , 231 furlough failu r es 
t-!.:lrried (S) 59.7 82 . 6 
or Single (F) 22.9 
Di \·orced or (S) 8.4 12. 75~ 1 B 17 . .\ Sep3r3.tcd (F) 9. 0 
.000 
Tot a l (S) 68 . 1 
(F) 31. 9 
Vir;:;ini3 D:J.t3 Alone: :-,; = 250 furlough successes , 117 furlough fa ilures 
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Table 6 
Variable : To \llhom Furloughed for the Total Data 
and the Virginia Data Alone 
To \',nom % (S) and % of Total Chi Degrees of Significance 
Furloughed (F) Cases Cases Square Freedom Level 
Wife (S) 10 . 2 23.2 (F) 12. 9 
Parents (S) 25.3 44.1 (F) 13. 3 
A Relatin~ (S) 9.6 16. 7 8.024 3 . 045 (F) 7.1 
Other (S) 7.1 16.1 (F) 9. 0 
Tot:Jl (S) 52.2 100.0 (F) 47 . 3 
Total D:Jt:t: :--1 = 250 furlough successes, 231 furlough failures 
ll'ife (S) 13.4 24.5 (F) 11.2 
Parer;ts (S) 33.0 44.1 (F) 11.2 
B Relatjve (S) ]2. 5 17.2 ll. S46 3 . 008 (F) 4.6 
Other (S) 9.3 14.2 (F) 4.9 
Tot:Jl (S) 68.1 100.0 (F) 31.9 
Virgini:J D:J.t:J Alone: 250 furlough successes , 117 furlough failures 
A 
B 
Table 7 
Variable : To Whom Fur l oughed Bivariate , Wife/Other 
for t he Total Data and the Virginia Data Alone 
To \'.'hor.1 
Furloughed % (S) and 0, of Total Chi Degrees of Signiricance ., 
Bi\'ariate (F) Cases Cases Squ.:1re Fr eedom Le-.-el 
\life (S) 10 . 2 23 , 2 (F) 12. 9 
Other (S) 42 . 0 76 . 8 3. 342 1 . 06S (F) 34.9 
Total (S) 52 . 2 100 . 0 (F) -17.8 
Total Data : N = 250 furlough successes , 229 furlough failures 
(reported here because this vari:.~ble is i:1cluded in the restricted discrimir:::.:Jt 
analys is) 
\'li fe (S) 13 . 4 24.5 (F) 11. ~ 
Other (S) 5-1.8 75 . 5 9 . ~51 1 .002 (F ) 20 . 7 
Total (S) 68 , 1 100 . 0 en 31.9 
Virgini:.~ Data Alone : N = 250 furlough successes, 117 fur lough failures 
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Table 8 
Variable: Emotional Maturity Recode for the 
Total Data and the Virginia Data Alone 
Emotional 
~!J.turity % (S) and % of Tota l Chi Degrees of Significance 
Recode (F) Cases Cases Square Freedom Level 
1. 0 (S) 6. 4 23.6 (F) 17.2 
2. 0 (S) 21.3 38 . 5 (F) 17.2 
3.0 (S) 17.<1 26.9 (F) 9.5 
A 40.959 4 .0000 
4.0 (S) 5. 2 7. 7 (f) 2.5 
5.0 and (S) 1.9 3.3 6. 0 (F) 1.~ 
Total (S) 52.2 100.0 (F) 47 . 8 
Total Dat:.J : N = 252 furlough successes , 231 furlot.;gh failures 
1. 0 (S) 8.4 17. 6 (F) 9.2 
2.0 (S) 27 . 9 35. 0 (F) 7. 0 
B 3.0 (S) 22 . 8 34.1 20. 870 3 . 0001 (F) 11.-l 
4.0 (S) 9. 2 13.3 en 4.1 
Total (S) 68 . 3 100. 0 (F) 31. 7 
Vir.;inia DJta . Uone : N = 252 Eurlcu~h successes , 117 furlough fai lures 
109 
Table 9 
Variable : Ever Married or Single for t he 
Total Data and the Virginia Data Alone 
~lari tal 0 (S) ::md 0, of Total Chi Degrees of Signi:icance ·o 0 
Status (F) Cases Cases Square Freedom Level 
Ever ~Iarried (S) 31.1 50.4 (F) 19 . 3 
Single (S) 37 . 1 49.6 6. 663 1 . 010 (F) 12 . 5 
Total (S) 6S . l 100.0 (F) 31.9 
Virginia D.1ta .-\lone : N = 250 furlough successes , 117 furlough failures 
It can be seen from Table 3 that there are differences between the 
Total Data and Virginia Data Alone subgroup which results in a larger 
chi square for the Virginia Data Alone for the variable : 1'-!arital Status . 
In Table 4, which combines the "divorced" and "separated" categories, 
and Table 5 which combines "married and single" and "divorced and 
separated" , the difference in chi-squares and resulting significance 
levels 1s reduced . There is also a large difference in the chi-square 
values of the two sets of data on the variables : To Whom Furloughed, 
and To Whom Furloughed Bivari3te--Wife/Other, Tables 6 and 7. These 
differences also show up in t he fact that the follmv-ing table (Table 9) 
presents st atis t ics for the Virginia Data alone, the variable being 
nonsignificant for the Total Data . 
Linear di scr iminant analyses of demographic vari~b 1 es conc\Kted 
as fol:l.o; . .3 : (1) Stem.,-ise selection o£ variables for inclusion in 
the discriminant function . As stat ed earlier , the st epwise select i on 
criterion used her ein was Wi l ks ' Lambda , a measure of group discr imination. 
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The criterion is the overall multivariate F-ratio for the test of 
differences among the group centroids. The variable 1vhich maximizes 
the F-ratio also minimizes Wilks' Lambda . 
Two separate discriminant functions will be generated, one for 
the Total Data and one for the Virginia Data Alone. The steps followed 
in generating a discriminant function for the Total Data \vill be reported 
first. 
Table 10 presents Wilks' Lambda and the univariate F ratio for 
each of the variables selected for stepwise analyses. 
Table 10 
Wilks' Lambdas and Univariate F-Ratios for Those Variables 
Included in the Restricted Discriminant 
Variable/Statistic 
Length of Term 
Emotional Maturity 
Raw Score 
Age at First 
Conviction 
Number of Parole 
Violations 
Number of Prior 
Furloughs 
Relationship to 
Parole Eligibility 
Months Served Prior 
to Furlough 
Analysis on the Total Data 
Wilks' Lambda Univariate N-Ratio* 
.9420 27.3892 
.9208 38.2545 
. 9980 .8876 
.9070 45.6490 
.9296 33. 7215 
.9983 .7555 
.9825 7. 9238 
Table 10 (Cont.) 
Variable/Statistic 
~1arital Status 
Combining Divorced 
and Separated 
To Whom Furloughed 
Bivariate: Wife/ 
Other 
Wilks' Lambda 
.9852 
.9925 
*1 and 445 degrees of freedom 
Univariate F-Ratio * 
6. 7006 
3.3665 
The stepwise selection process begins by choosing the single 
variable 1vith the highest F-ratio. From Table 27, this can be seen 
to be variable: Number of Parole Violations. 
Variable Entered on Step Number 1: Number of Parole Violations 
Wilks' Lambda: 
Approximate F: 
*Rao's V: 
*Change in V: 
.90696 
45.64900 
45.64900 
45.64900 
(1 and 445 degrees of freedom) 
(.000 level of significance) 
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*RAO's Vis a generalized distance measure which is an assessment of 
the increase in overall separation of the two groups as each new 
variable is added to those already selected. The change in V approximates 
a chi square distribution and can be tested for statistical significance. 
As the stepwise selection proceeds, the next variable chosen is 
the one which, in conjuction with the first variable, results in the 
highest F-ratio and minimizes Wilks' Lambda accordingly. These two 
variables are then combined with each of the remaining variables, one 
at a time, to form triplets which are evaluated on the criterion. The 
tr~plet 1vith the highest multivariate F-ratio determines the third 
variable to be selected. This procedure continues until all the 
variables are selected which would provide a predetermined minimal 
level of improvement in the selection criterion. 
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Variable Entered on Step Number 2: Number of Prior Furloughs 
Wilks' Lambda: .85147 
Approximate F: 38.64163 (2 and 414 degrees of freedom) 
Rao ' s V: 77.45721 
Change in V: 31.80821 (.000 level of significance) 
Variable Entered on Step Number 3: Emotional Maturity Raw Score 
Wilks' Lambda: . 80863 
Approximate F: 34.94638 (3 and 443 degrees of freedom) 
Rao's V: 105 . 31018 
Change in V: 27.85297 (.000 level of significance) 
Variable Entered on Step Number 4: To Whom Furloughed Bivariate: 
Wife/Other 
Wilks' Lambda : .78835 
Approximate F: 29 .66669 (4 and 442 degrees of freedom) 
Rao ' s V: 119.46953 
Change in V: 14.15935 ( .000 level of significance) 
Variable Ent ered on Step Number 5: ~larital Status Recode Combining 
Divorce and Separat ed 
Wilks' Lambda: . 75964 
Approximate F: 27 .90758 (5 and 441 degrees of freedom) 
Rao's V: 140. 80092 
Change in V: 21.33139 ( . 000 level of significance) 
Variable Entered on Step Number 6: Length of Term 
Wilks's Lambda : . 74399 
Approximate F: 25.23410 (6 and 440 degrees of freedom) 
Rao's V: 153.12096 
Change in V: 12. 32004 (.000 level of significance) 
Variable Entered on Step Number 7: Relationship to Parole Eligibility 
Wilks' Lambda : . 72546 
Approximate F: 23.73340 (7 and 430 degrees of freedom) 
Rao's V: 168 . 40004 
Change in V: 15.27908 (.000 level of significance) 
Variable Entered on Step Number 8: Months Served Prior to Furlough 
Wilks ' Lambda : . 71028 
Approximate F: 22 . 33200 (8 and 438 degrees of freedom) 
Rao' s V: 181 . 48059 
Change in V: 13 . 08055 ( . 000 level of significance) 
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At this point, the F level became insufficient for further 
computation. Therefore, variable: Age at First Conviction was not 
entered into the function. 
Table 11, below, reports the final Wilks' Lambda for the dis-
criminant function derived from the above step1vise analysis of the 
Total Data. In addition, a second statistic which can be used as an 
aid in judging the importance of the function, the canonical correlation, 
lS reported. The canonical correlation squared can be interpreted 
as the proportion of variance in the discriminant function explained 
by the groups. (It is the srune as the statistic Eta2 in one-way 
analysis of variance.) 
Table 11 
Canonical Correlation, Wilks' Lambda, Chi Square 
Discriminant 
Function 
Total Data 
and Level of Significance of the Discriminant 
Function for the Total Data 
Canonical 
Correlation 
0.538 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
0.7103 
Chi 
Square 
150.83 
Significance 
Level 
.000 
Table 12 presents the standardized discriminant function coefficients 
for all of the variables included in the stepwise analysis of the Total 
Data. These standardized coefficients correspond to the \veights, (d's), 
discussed in chapter three. These coefficients l1ave been derived in 
such a way that the discriminant scores, produced by multiplying each 
discriminating variable by its corresponding coefficient and adding 
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them together, have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. 
Standardized coefficients are of analytic importance because, when 
sign is ignored, each coefficient represents the relative contribution 
of its associated variable to the discriminant function. 
Table 12 
Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients 
from Analysis of the Total Data 
Variable 
Length of Tenn 
To Whom Furloughed Bivariate: 
Wife/Other 
Relationship to Parole 
Eligibility 
Months Served Prior to 
Furlough 
Number of Prior Furloughs 
Bnotional Maturity Raw Code 
Number of Parole Violations 
Marital Status Combining 
Divorced and Separated 
Standardized Coefficient 
. 72820 
.51327 
-.48304 
-.42510 
.40905 
.40734 
-.40167 
-.40064 
Standardized discriminant function coefficients are of value anal-
ytically but unstandardized coefficients must be used in calculating 
discriminant functi o:r.. scores '\'hen the original discriminating variable 
values are not in standard form . The unstandardized discriminant 
function coefficients derived from analyses of both the Total Data 
and the Virginia Data Alone can be found in Appendix M. 
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Table 13 presents the furlough success and furlough failure group 
mean scores on the Total Data discriminant function. A comparison 
of these means, or group centroids, reveal how far apart the groups 
are along the dimension measured by the discriminant function. 
Table 13 
Furlough Success and Furlough Failure Group Means 
on the Total Data Discriminant Function 
Group 
Known Furlough Successes 
Known Furlough Failures 
Mean Score 
.51064 
-.56605 
The following is the step1vise selection of variable for inclusion 
1n the discriminant function for the Virginia Data Alone. Table 14 
presents Wilks' Lambda and the univariate F ratio for each of the 
variables selected for stepwise analysis from the Virginia Data Alone . 
For the Virginia Data Alone, the variable with the highest 
F-ratio is Number of Prior Furloughs . This variable is entered into 
the stepwise analysis first . 
Variable Entered on Step Number 1: Number of Prior Furloughs 
Wilks' Lambda: 
Approximate F: 
Rao's V: 
Change in V; 
.93693 
17.83824 
17.83821 
17.83821 
(1 and 265 degrees of freedom) 
Variable Entered on Step Number 2: To Whom Furloughed Bivariate: 
Wife/Other 
Wilks' Lambda: 
Approximate F: 
Rao's V: 
Change in V: 
. 91521 
12.22932 
24.55185 
6. 71364 
(2 and 264 degrees of freedom) 
(.010 level of significance) 
Table 14 
\Vilks' Lambdas and Univariate F-Ratios for Those Variables 
Included in the Restricted Discriminant Analysis 
on the Virginia Data Alone 
Variable/Statistic 
Emotional Maturity 
Raw Scores 
Number of Prior 
Furloughs 
Months to Dis-
charge Date 
Tot al Number of 
Convictions 
Marital Status 
Recode Combining 
Divorced and 
Separated 
To Whom Furloughed 
Bivariate : Wife/ 
Other 
Wilks' Lambda 
. 9957 
.9369 
.9625 
. 9792 
. 9897 
. 9775 
*1 and 265 degrees of freedom 
Table 15 
Univariate F-Ratio* 
1.1529 
17. 8382 
10.3119 
5.6180 
2.7472 
6.1052 
Canonical Correlation, Wilks' Lambda, Chi Square and 
Lev- '1 of Significance of the Discriminant 
Function for the Virginia Data Alone 
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Discriminant 
Function 
Canonical 
Correlation 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
Chi 
Square 
Significance 
Level 
Virginia 
Date Alone 0. 396 0. 8433 44 . 654 . 000 
Table 16 
Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients 
from Analysis of the Virginia Data Alone 
Variable 
To Whom Furloughed 
lv1arital Status Combining 
Divorced and Separated 
Number of Prior Furloughs 
Months to Discharge Date 
Total Number of Convictions 
Emotional Maturity Raw Score 
Table 17 
Standardized Coefficient 
.81010 
-.64660 
. 37104 
.28588 
-.25513 
. 24825 
Furlough Success and Furlough Failure Group Means on the 
Virginia Data Alone Discriminant Function 
Group Mean Score 
Known Furlough Successes .26306 
Known Furlough Failures -.59348 
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Variable Entered on Step Nwnber 3: Marital Status Recode Combining 
Divorce and Separated 
Wilks ' Lambda: . 86811 
Approximate F: 13.31902 (3 and 263 degrees of f r eedom) 
Rao's V: 40.26302 
Change in V: 15.71117 (.000 level of significance) 
Variable Entered on Step Number 4: Total Number of Convictions 
Wilks' Lambda: .85360 
Approximate F: 11. 23355 (4 and 262 degrees of freedom) 
Rao ' s V: 45.45052 
Change in V: 5.18750 ( . 023 level of significance) 
Variable Entered on Step Nwnber 5: Months to Discharge Date 
Wilks' Lambda: . 84882 
Approximate F: 9. 29680 (5 and 261 degrees of freedom) 
Rao' s V: 47 . 19823 
Change in V: 1. 74771 (.186 level of significance) 
Var i abl e Enter ed on Step Number 6: Emotional Maturity Raw Score 
Wilks' Lambda: .84330 
Approximate F: 9.29680 (6 and 260 degrees of freedom) 
Rao's V: 49.24294 
Change in V: 2. 044 71 (.153 level of significance) 
(2) Cross validation of discriminant functions through the 
clas sif ication of cases . Classification refers to the process of 
identifying the likely group membership of a case using the case's 
values on the discriminating variables . Classification will be used 
her ein to test the adequacy of the derived discriminant functions . 
By classifying the cases used to derive the functions in the first 
place and comparing predicted group membership with actual group 
membership, it is possible to measure the discriminant function's 
success in discril1inatiun by observing the proportion of correct 
classification . 
... classification equations are derived from the pooled within-
groups covariance matrix and the centroids for the discriminating 
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variables . The resulting classification coefficients are to be 
multiplied by t he raw score values, summed together, and added 
onto a constant . The equation for one group would appear as : 
Ci = cilVl + ci2V2 + . .. + cipVp + ciO 
where C. is the classification score for group i, the C .. 's are 
the claSsification coefficients with c. 0 being the constant, 
and the V' s are the raw scores on the d1scriminating variables. 
There is always a separate equation for each group . (Nie, Hull , 
Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and Bent, 1975 , p. 445) 
iVhen a multivariate normal distribution is to be assummed, 
classification scores can be converted into probabilities of group 
membership. 
Table 18 presents the classification function coefficients for 
the furlough success and furlough failure groups from the Total Data. 
These classification coefficients \vere used to classify the data, and 
thereby arrive at percentages of correct classification, in four ways. 
First, the total number of known success and failure cases on which the 
discriminant function was developed were classified. Second, a new 
discriminant function was developed on the second two-thirds of the 
Total Data and used to classify the first third of the data. Third, 
another discriminant function was developed on the first third and 
last third of the Total Data and used to classify t he second third. 
Fourth, a final discriminant function was developed on the first 
and second third of the ~otal Data and used to classify the third 
third. 
Tables 19 through 24 present standardized discriminant function 
coefficients and classification coefficients for the second t\~o-thirds, 
first and last thirds, and first and second thirds of the Total Data . 
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Table 18 
Classification Coefficients for Furlough Success and 
Group 
Total Number 
of Success and 
Failure Cases 
Failure Groups from the Tot al Data 
Discriminant Function 
Length of Term 
To Whom Furloughed 
Rel. t o Parole Elig . 
Mnths Srvd Pr to Fur. 
Nnbr of Prior Fur . 
Emtnl ~rat Raw Score 
Nmbr of Parole Viol . 
Marital Status Comb. 
(Constant) 
Table 19 
Classification Coefficients 
Success Grp. 
.05263 
11.91867 
.01394 
.02429 
. 06995 
5. 33221 
1.34317 
. 21728 
-21.62289 
Failure Grp . 
. 001 45 
10.10145 
.04352 
. 04244 
-.17878 
4.73153 
2.11573 
1.10130 
-18. 26315 
Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for 
Group 
Second 1\vo-
Thirds of 
Total Data 
the Second Two-Thirds of the Total Data 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
Length of Term 
To Whom Furloughed 
Rel . to Parole Elig. 
~mths Srvd Pr to Fur 
~mbr of Prior Fur 
Emtnl Hat Raw Score 
Nmbr of Parole Viol. 
Marital Status Comb. 
Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficient 
. 61211 
. 64704 
- . 55120 
-. 34969 
. 40 208 
. 37705 
-.43981 
-.49672 
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Table 20 
Classification Coefficients for Furlough Success and 
Group 
Second Two-
Thirds of 
Total Data 
Failure Groups from the Second Two-Thirds 
of the Total Data 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
Length of Term 
To Whom Furloughed 
Rel to Parole Elig 
~hths Srvd Pr to Fur 
Nnbr of Prior Fur 
Emtnl Mat Raw Score 
Nnbr of Parole Viol 
Marital Status Comb 
(Constant) 
Table 21 
Classification Coefficients 
Success Grp 
.07616 
12.85552 
-.08835 
. 02840 
.18774 
5.01583 
1.16108 
-.37646 
-21. 65150 
Failure Grp 
.02442 
10.62901 
. 02610 
. 04576 
- . 06400 
4. 49278 
1. 93540 
. 67671 
-18.15990 
Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for 
Group 
First and 
L:1st o+ 
Total Data 
the First and Last Thirds of the Total Data 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
Length of Term 
To Whom Furloughed 
Rel to Parole Elig 
l'>mths Srvd Pr to Fur 
Nnbr of Prior Fur 
Erntnl Mat Raw Score 
Nnbr of Parole Viol 
Marital Status Comb 
Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficient 
1. 07944 
. 47932 
- . 62656 
-.68885 
.385/::i 
.4 0247 
-.32606 
-.40989 
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Table 22 
Classification Coefficients for Furlough Success and 
Group 
First and 
l ast Third of 
Total Data 
Furlough Failure Groups from the First 
and Last Thirds of the Total Data 
Classification Coefficients 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
Length of Term 
To Whom Furloughed 
Rel to Parole Elig 
~~ths Srvd Pr to Fur 
Nmbr of Prior Fur 
Erntnl Mat Raw Score 
Nmbr of Parole Viol 
Marital Status Comb 
(Constant) 
Table 23 
Success Grp 
.05639 
10 .59499 
.01379 
. 01713 
. 00319 
5.18208 
1. 97419 
. 25726 
-20 . 00499 
Failure Grp 
- . 01565 
8.99474 
. 04969 
.04475 
- . 21981 
4. 60580 
2. 68441 
1.11516 
-17.08261 
Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for 
the First and Second Thirds of the Total Data 
Group 
First and 
Second Third 
of Total Data 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
Length of Term 
To Whom Furloughed 
Rel to Parole Elig 
Mnths Srvd Pr to Fur 
Nmbr of Prior Fur 
Erntnl Mat Raw Score 
Nmbr of Parole Viol 
Marital Status Comb 
Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficient 
. 63575 
. 51719 
-.37455 
-.40415 
.41498 
.4 0218 
-.38504 
- . 48544 
123 
Table 24 
Classification Coefficients for Furlough Success and 
Furlough Failure Groups from the First and 
Group 
First and 
Second Third 
of Total Data 
Second Thirds of the Total Data 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
Length of Term 
To Whom Furloughed 
Rel to Parole Elig 
Mnths Srvd Pr to Fur 
Nmbr of Prior Fur 
Emtnl ~~t Raw Score 
Nmbr of Parole Viol 
Marital Status Comb 
(Constant) 
Table 25 
Classification Coefficient 
Success Grp 
. 04 776 
12 . 52297 
. 02018 
. 02327 
.00228 
5.60850 
1.18359 
- . Oll78 
-22. 22128 
Failure Grp 
. 00601 
10.68477 
.04292 
.03968 
-.2432 7 
5.00487 
1.90674 
1. 05207 
-19.202 24 
Classification Coefficients for Furlough Success and 
Failure Groups from the Virginia Data Alone 
Classification Coefficients 
Discriminant Function 
Group Variable Success Grp Failure Grp 
Total Number of To Whom Furloughed ll.88666 9.88656 
Success and Mari t al Status Comb . . . 01674 1.00841 
Failure Cases ~nbr of Prior Fur . 16200 .02726 
from the Vir- Mnths to Discharge Dt .00827 . 00637 
ginia Data Alone Total Nmbr Convictions . 59740 . 67415 
Emtnl Mat Raw Score 4. 93279 4.67444 
(Constant) -2l.llll6 -18. 64915 
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Table 26 
Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for 
the Second Two-Thirds of the Virginia Data Alone 
Group 
Second Two-
Thirds of Vir-
ginia Data 
Alone 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
To Whom Furloughed 
Marital Stat us Comb 
Nmbr of Prior Fur 
Mnths to Dischrage Dt 
Total Nmbr Convictions 
Emtnl !'-·!at Raw Score 
Table 27 
Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficient 
. 90169 
-. 72350 
. 30644 
. 23776 
-. 3114 7 
. 20298 
Classification Coefficients for Furlough Success and 
Failure Groups from the Second Two-Thirds 
Group 
Second Two-
Thirds of Vir-
ginia Data 
Alone 
of the Virginia Data Alone 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
To Whom Furloughed 
Marital Status Comb. 
Nmbr of Prior Fur 
~mths t o Discharge Dt 
Total Nmbr Convictions 
Emtnl !'-!at Raw Score 
(Constant) 
Classification Coefficients 
Success Grp 
11.82800 
. 08806 
.25925 
. 00800 
. 46945 
4. 65831 
-20 . 49364 
Failure Grp 
9.66621 
1.14151 
.14435 
.00618 
.56847 
4.46039 
-18.17796 
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Table 28 
Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for the 
First and Last Thirds of the Virginia Data Alone 
Group 
First and Last 
Third of 
Virginia Data 
Alone 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
To Whom Furloughed 
Marital Status Comb 
Nmbr of Prior Fur 
Mnths to Discharge Dt 
Total Nmbr Convictions 
Emtnl Mat Raw Score 
Table 29 
Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficient 
. 81439 
-.66849 
.42439 
. 24889 
-. 264 65 
.1 9813 
Classification Coefficients for Furlough Success and 
Furlough Failure Groups from the First and 
Last Thirds of the Virginia Data Alone 
Classification Coefficients 
Group 
First and Last 
Thirds of Vir-
ginia Data 
Alone 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
To Whom Furloughed 
Marital Status Comb 
Nmbr of PTior Fur 
~mths to Discharge Dt 
Total Nmbr Convictions 
Emtnl Mat Raw Score 
(Constant) 
Success Grp 
10. 73079 
-. 05478 
. 13305 
. 00806 
.51308 
4. 78831 
-19. 46619 
Failure Grp 
8. 89312 
. 90037 
-.00696 
. 00647 
. 585 35 
4.59312 
-17.46181 
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Table 30 
Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for the 
First and Second Thirds of the Virginia Data Alone 
Group 
First and 
Second Third 
of Virginia 
Data Alone 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
To Whom Furloughed 
Marital Status Comb 
Nmbr of Prior Fur 
~mths to Discharge Dt 
Total Nmbr Convictions 
Emtnl ~~t Raw Score 
Table 31 
Standardized Discriminant 
Function Coefficient 
. 76482 
-.73879 
. 31267 
.30417 
-.23786 
. 25713 
Classification Coefficients for Furlough Success and 
Furlough Failure Groups from the First and Second 
Group 
First and 
Second Thirds 
of Virginia 
Data Alone 
Thirds of the Virginia Data Alone 
Discriminant Function 
Variable 
To Whom Furloughed 
Marital Status Comb 
Nmbr of Prior Fur 
~ths to Discharge Dt 
Total Nmbr Convictions 
Emtnal Mat Raw Score 
(Constant) 
Classification Coefficients 
Success Grp 
13.41630 
-.65599 
.11101 
.00828 
. 64565 
5.31431 
-22.52365 
Failure Grp 
11.24736 
.63361 
-.01206 
. 00612 
. 72715 
5. 00398 
-20.14433 
Table 25 presents the classification coefficients for the 
furlough success and furlough failure groups from the Virginia 
Data Alone. 
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Tables 26 through 31 present standardized discriminant function 
coefficients and classification coefficients for the second two-thirds, 
first and last thirds, and first and second thirds of the Virginia 
Data Alone. 
Tables 32 through 35 present the percentages of correct classification 
for the Total Data and the Virginia Data Alone. These percentages 
'~ere arrived at by comparing each subject's actual furlough group 
membership '~ith the group membership predicted for him given his score 
on the classification function. Since the subjects making up the 
f urlough failure group were obtained from four different prison sub-
groups-- New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia prior to administrative 
changes in the selection of furlough candidates, and Virginia following 
administrative changes---both total percentages of correct classification 
and percentages for each of the subgroups will be reported. 
Tables 36 through 47 present the percentages of correct 
classification for the Total Data and the Virginia Data Alone when 
thirds of the cases are left ungrouped and classified using discriminant 
functions derived from the remaining two-thirds. 
Means, standard deviations, t-values, significance levels, and 
number of cases for personality data. T-tests for the difference 
between means of independent sainples were done on the following five 
special scales of the ~~I: Habitual Criminal (HC), Prison Adjust-
ment (Ap), Parole Violator (PAV), Escapism (Es), and Recidivist (Rc). 
Table 43 presents the results of these analyses . 
Table 32 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the Total Data 
Predicted Group I-lembership 
Actual Group No . of Cases 
Success Grp 235 
Failure Grp 212 
Success Grp 
174 
(74 . 0%) 
60 
(28 . 3%) 
Failure Grp 
61 
(26.0%) 
152 
(71 . 7%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 72 . 93% 
Table 33 
Percent~ges of Correct Classification for the Furlough 
Subgroup 
New York 
Pennsrl \'3nia 
Virgini3 Prior 
to Aclm Change 
Vir;;inia Foll. 
Adm Ch:Jilge 
Failure Subgroups from the Total Data 
Predicted Group ~!embership 
i\o. of Failure Success Grp Failure Grp 
39 4 35 
(10 . 3",) (89 . 7~) 
57 7 50 
(12 . 3~) (87. 7%) 
47 ll 47 
(2 3 . H) (76.6%) 
69 38 31 
(55 . H) (4-1.9',) 
Total Per ccOJt 
Correc t ly Cl3ssified 
89 . n 
87. 7~ 
76 . 6'j 
44. 9% 
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Tabl e 34 
Percent ages of Correct Class ifica tion f or the 
Actual Group 
Success Grp 
Failure Grp 
Virginia Dat a Alone 
No . of Cases 
245 
117 
Pr edicted Gr oup Membership 
Success Grp 
172 
(70 . 2%) 
32 
(27 . 4%) 
Failure Grp 
73 
(29 . 8%) 
85 
(72 . 6%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified : 70 . 99% 
Table 35 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the Furlough 
Failure Subgroups from the Virginia Data Alone 
Predicted Group ~·lembe rship 
~0. of Failure Tot.:~l Percent 
Subgroup Casco: Success Grp Failure Grp Correc tly Classified 
Virgini;~. Prio r 47 9 38 80 . 9~ 
t o ,\elm Ch.:~n,;e (19. H) (80. 9%) 
Virginia Foll 70 23 47 67.1 ~ 
Acim Ch:mgc (32. 9~) (67.H) 
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Table 36 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the 
Second Two -Thirds of the Total Data 
Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group No. of Cases Success Grp Failure Grp 
Success Grp 174 133 41 
(76 . 4%) (23.6%) 
Failure Grp 151 40 111 
(26 . 5%) (73.5%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 75 . 08% 
Table 37 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the First 
Third of the Total Data Using the Discriminant 
Function Developed on the Second THo-Thirds 
Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group No. of Cases Success Grp Failure Grp 
Success Grp 59 44 15 
(74.6%) (25 . 4%) 
Failure Grp 63 17 46 
(27.0%) (73 . 0%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified : 73.8% 
Table 38 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the 
First and Last Thirds of the Total Data 
Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group No. of Cases Success Grp Failure Grp 
Success Grp 174 123 51 
(70.7 %) (29.3%) 
Failure Grp 142 43 99 
(30.3%) (69. 7%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 70.25% 
Table 39 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the Second Third 
of the Total Data Using the Discriminant Function 
Actual Group 
Success Grp 
Failure Grp 
Developed on the First and Last Third 
Predicted Group Membership 
No. of Cases Success Grp 
66 51 
(77.3 %) 
65 10 
(15. 4%) 
Failure Grp 
15 
(22.7%) 
55 
(84.6%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified : 70.25% 
131 
132 
Table 40 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the 
First Two-Thirds of the Tot al Data 
Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group No . of Cases Success Grp Failure Grp 
Success Grp 175 126 49 
(72 . 0%) (28 . 0%) 
Failure Grp 159 46 113 
(54.0%) (71.1%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 71.56% 
Table 41 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the Third Third 
of the Total Data Using the Discriminant Function 
Developed on the First Two-Thirds 
Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group No. of Cases Success Grp Failure Grp 
Success Grp 61 45 16 
(73 . 8%) (26.2%) 
Failure Grp 52 15 37 
(28 . 8%) (71. 2%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 72.6% 
Table 42 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the 
Second Two-Thirds of the Virginia Data Alone 
Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group No. of Cases Success Grp Failure Grp 
Success Grp 181 127 54 
(70.2 %) (29. 8%) 
Failure Grp 91 25 66 
(27 . 5%) (72. 5%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 70.96% 
Table 43 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the First Third 
of the Virginia Data Alone Using the Discrjminant 
Function Developed on the Second Two-Thirds 
Actual Group No. of Cases 
Success Grp 57 
Failure Grp 33 
Predicted Group Membership 
Success Grp 
44 
(77 . 2%) 
lf:i 
(48 . 5%) 
Failure Grp 
13 
(22.8 %) 
17 
(51. 5%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 67 . 8% 
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Table 44 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the First 
and Last Third of the Virginia Data Alone 
Predicted Group r-.tember ship 
Actual Group No . of Cases Success Grp Failure Grp 
Success Grp 185 126 59 
(68.1%) (31. 9%) 
Failure Grp 82 24 58 
(29 . 3%) (70. 7%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 68 . 91% 
Table 45 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the Second Third 
of the Virginia Data Alone Using the Discriminant 
Function Developed on the First and Last Third 
Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group No. of Cases Success Grp Failure Grp 
Success Grp 57 48 9 
(84 . 2%) (15. 8%) 
Failure Grp 38 12 26 
(31.6%) (68 . 4%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 77.89% 
Table 46 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the Second 
Two-Thirds of the Virginia Data Alone 
Predicted Group Membership 
Actual Group No. of Cases Success Grp Failure Grp 
Success Grp 183 130 53 
(71. 0%) (29.0%) 
Failure Grp 87 24 63 
(27.6%) (72.4%) 
Total Percent of Cases Correctly Classified: 71.48% 
Table 47 
Percentages of Correct Classification for the Third Third 
of the Virginia Data Alone Using the Discriminant 
Function Developed on the First Two-Thirds 
Actual Group No. of Cases 
Success Grp 49 
Failure Grp 13 
Predicted Group Membership 
Success Grp 
41 
(83.7 %) 
21 
(4 ~ . 8% ) 
Failure Grp 
8 
(16.3%) 
22 
(51.2 %) 
Total Percent of Cases C:or_~ ..: qy Classified: 68.48% 
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Table 48 
~~WI Special Scales 
Standard Significance 
Scale Cases· ~lean Deviation T-Value Level 
l!ab.itual {S) 32 (S) 30.66 (S) 6.07 2.302 Criminal (F) 31 (F) 34.10 (F) 4.34 . 05 
Prison (S) 32 (S) 9. 38 (S) 3.55 3.650 Adjusr:o,ent (F) 31 (F) ll. 26 (F) 3.30 . 001 
Escapism (S) 32 (S) 15 . 66 (S) 3.50 2.423 (F) 31 (F) 17 . 74 (F) 3.22 . 02 
Parole (S) 32 (S) 9 . 38 (S) 4.99 1. 732 Violator (F) 31 (F) 11.26 (F) 3.30 NS 
Recidivist (S) 32 (S) 10.09 (S) 2.66 
.399 NS (F) 31 (F) 10.36 (F) ~ '-t.. . :::>.) 
t\S = :-tot s ignificant at the . 05 l evel or above 
(S) = potential furlough success group 
(F) = potemial furlough failure gr oup 
All of the differences in means for the five special 1'-11'-WI scales 
are in the expected direction, given the rationales according to 
which the scales Here developed, but only three are significant at 
the . 05 level or above . 
Table 49 presents descriptive statistics and t-test results for 
the 18 scales of the CPT . The number of cases was the same for all 
scales being 31 in the potential fur l ough success gr oup and 38 i n 
til(: iJ'-~..::ntial furlough failure g:-oL:p . 
The significant di ffer ences i n means indicate t hat those inmates 
i n the po::.::ntiC'.::. furlough success group are more responsible, better 
socialized, possess more self-contr ol, mo r e t ol er ance , have a greater 
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Table 49 
The 18 Scal8s of the CPI 
Standard Significance 
Scale Mean Deviation T-Value Level 
Dominance (S) 27.68 (S) 5. 93 
. 097 N. S . (F) 27.82 (F) 5.82 
Capacity for (S) 18.77 (S) 4. 89 
. 621 N. S . Status (F) 18.13 (F) 3.56 
Sociability (S) 25 . 87 (S) 4. 36 1.439 N.S . (F) 24 . 08 (F) 5.58 
Social Presence (S) 35.03 (S) 6.82 
. 737 N.S . (F) 33.84 (F) 6.36 
Self-acceptance (S) 20.67 (S) 3.93 
. 841 N.S . (F) 20.95 (F) 4.42 
Sense of (S) 35.97 (S) 6.47 
. 672 N.S . Well-Being (F) 35 . 11 (F) 3.94 
Responsibility (S) 26.55 (S) 5.48 2.680 .01 (F) 23 o24 (F) 4o63 
Socialization (S) 31.68 (S) 5o46 2.807 . 01 (F) 28.03 (F) 5.16 
Self-control (S) 32 o39 (S) 7. 62 2. 507 . 02 (F) 28 . 05 (F) 6. 53 
Tolerance (S) 19.55 (S) f) . 77 2.132 .05 (F) 15.74 (F) 7. 67 
Good Impression (S) 22 . 77 (S) 6. 99 2.019 . 05 (F) l9o66 (F) 5.65 
Communality (S) 25 . 42 (S) 4o8l 
. 074 N. S . (F) 25037 (F) 2o3l 
Achievement via tS) 27 o 55 (S) 2o90 4.008 0 001 Conformance F) 24 . 97 (F) 4.44 
Achievement via (S) 16.77 (S) 5.39 0 941 NoS . Independence (F) 15. 74 (F) 3. 59 
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Table 49 (Cont.) 
Standard Significance 
Scale Mean Deviation T-Value Level 
Intellectual (S) 36 . 77 (S) 6.31 1.517 N.S. Efficiency (F) 34.66 (F) 5.11 
Psychological (S) 11.19 (S) 2. 79 
. 775 N.S . Mindedness (F) 10.71 (F) 2. 32 
Flexibility (S) 6.58 (S) 4. 93 
. 326 N.S . (F) 6.90 (F) 2.85 
Femininity (S) 16.39 (S) 2.85 
. 504 N.S . (F) 15.95 (F) 4.47 
Table 50 
The 15 Factors Scored on the S-0 Rorschach 
Standard Significance 
Factor Mean Deviation T-Value Level 
w (S) 30 . 90 (S) 4. 88 
. 541 N.S . (F) 31.41 (F) 6. 81 
D (S) 53.46 (S) 5. 41 1. 027 N.S. (F) 54.41 (F) 5.09 
Dd (S) 13.68 (S) 3.18 
. 899 N.S . (F) 13.09 (F) 4.07 
s (S) 10.15 (S) 2.13 
. 513 N.S . (F) 10.44 (F) 3.82 
F (S) 25 . 34 (S) 3.90 
. 313 N.S . (F) 25.58 (F) 4.64 
F- (S) 12.56 (S) 2 .25 2. 932 .01 (F) 11.32 (F) 3. 04 
~! (S) 6. 88 (S) 2. 61 2. 635 .02 (F) 8.10 (F) 3.18 
FM (S) 10.50 (S) 3. 84 
. 250 N.S . (F) 10. 68 (F) 4.25 
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Table 50 (Cont. ) 
Standard Significance 
Factor Mean Deviat ion T-Value Level 
FC (S) 12 . 41 (S) 2.27 
. 037 N.S . (F) 12 . 43 (F) 3. S5 
CF (S) 6.56 (S) 2. 47 
. 663 N.S . (F) 6.83 (F) 2. 17 
Fch (S) 17 . 59 (S) 3.46 2. 223 . OS (F) 18 . 68 (F) 3.62 
A (S) 34 . 41 (S) 4.20 1. 496 N.S. (F) 33.1S (F) S.l6 
H (S) 18.84 (S) 3. 19 2.066 . 05 (F) 20 . 27 (F) 4. 06 
p (S) 4S . 53 (S) S. Ol 2.213 . OS (F) 48.Sl (F) 4. 92 
0 (S) 6.53 (S) 3. 89 
. S30 N.S . (F) 6.88 (F) 3.61 
desire to create a good impression, and are more inclined to achieve 
via conformance, as measured by the California Psychological Inventory. 
Table 50 presents the means, standard deviations, !_-values and 
significance levels for the lS factors scored on the Structured 
Objective Rorschach Test . There were 32 in the success group and 41 
ln the failure group . 
Five of the 15 SORT factors showed significant differences at 
the . 05 level or above. With respect to t he F- factor , the mean 
difference is in the direction of the potential f urlough success group . 
With respect to factors M, Fch, H, and P, the mean differences are in 
the direction of the failure group. See Appendix J for significance 
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tests perfonned on the SORT factors and f~ctor ratio 1 s converted to 
standard form and used in Stone 1 s interpretive scoring system 
(Stone , 1956) . 
Analysis of category variables using the chi - square statistic 
for the personality variables . Among the personality variables , the 
folloh·ing 1vere ar.1enable to analys is using the chi- square s t ati stic: 
The classification of 0~WI profiles into the ten categories developed 
by :.lcg<ugee--- It e:m , Easy, Baker , Able , George , Delta , Jupiter, Foxtrot, 
Charlie , and How: the comparison of factor ratio scores achieved 
by the potential furlough success and failure groups on the SORT ; 
and the ca t egori: ed r esponses to the structured intervieH questions. 
Tabl es 51 through 59 pr esent the r esults of these analyses . 
T.:1ble 51 
r~~I Profil e Class i f i ca tion Conbining Item-
through-George and Delta-through-Hmv 
To: J.l ::umber Chi Degrees of Signif ic:mce 
Variable Ite:n·Gco r2e Item -How of Cases Square freedom Leve l 
Pot cr. t ia l 21 12 33 
FurlouJh 
Successes 
Pot-•.·tt:-. ~_ ... ~ 13 13 26 1.050 1 N.S. 
Furlou~h 
F2il'l!"CS 
TG!::Jl 34 25 59 
/\umber of 
Cases 
- ----
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Table 52 
~~WI Prof ile Class ification Combining Item-
through-George and Delta-through-?/Invalid 
, 
Total :\u-r:1bcr Chi Degrees of SignificGnce 
Variable It em- George Del ta-? /In\·al id of Cases Square Freedom Level 
Potenti3l 21 13 33 
Furlou;h 
Successes 
Potential 13 20 33 4 . 305 l .OS 
Furloug;h 
Fa ilures 
To till 3-l 33 68 
\\u;;ber of 
C:Jses 
Tabl e 53 
*Reasor. - *Unreason- ~on- Total :--.'Lm1ber Chi Degrees of Significance 
Variable able abl e specific of Cases Square Freedom Leve l 
Potential 21 4 7 -~ .) _ 
Furlou.;h 
Successes 
Potential 22 8 9 39 . 9:6 2 N.S. 
Fur-loug!l. 
Failures 
Total 43 12 16 -. ~ 
*.-\ plan ·.,·as scorcJ rea~ornhL-? if it i ncluJed ge tti ng 3 j ob of some kino :.md mentioned 3 
place to liv,;. A p l:Jn 1,·3s -"'-,red unrcJ.son.1blc if it referred to some unJert3ldn ~'. r eq; ;iri~>g 
money- but did not specify \\·here the money h'JS to ·'- .:cquu·cC: . ~:::c~ -'!'?cnun L tor 
ex:unpl cs of "reasonab le" vs. "w1reasonable" pl:Jns . ) 
Variable Strict Moderate 
Potential 10 19 
Furlough 
Successes 
Potential 14 15 
Furlough 
Failures 
Total 23 34 
Number of 
Cases 
Table 54 
Categories of Responses to the Question, 
"What were your mother and father 
like when you were growing up?" 
Don't Know Total Number 
Not Strict Parents of Cases 
4 1 34 
5 4 38 
9 5 72 
Chi Degrees of 
Square Freedom 
1.439 3 
Significance 
Level 
N.S. 
f-J 
+:> 
N 
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Table 55 
Categories of Responses to the Question , 
"How many brot hers and sisters 
do you have?" 
Onlv Total \t.:mber Chi Degrees of Signi:'ic::mce 
Variable 1 to -+ 4 to 3 Over 8 Chi.ld of Cases Square Freedo;;J Le\'C l 
Potential 10 16 5 0 31 
Furlough 
Successes 
Potenti:ll 17 10 6 6 39 -+ . 90-l 3 N.S. 
Fur:ough 
Failures 
TCLJ1 27 26 11 6 70 
\Wlher of 
Ctses 
Table 56 
Categories of Responses to the Question , 
"Are you close t o your family? '' 
~ladera tel y Do \ot Towl ~umber Chi DC!..'r.cc:.:; of Signific:mce 
Variable Very Close Close See Them of Cases Square F~cetiom Level 
Potential 11 17 5 33 
Furlough 
Successes 
Potential 11 1.\ 12 37 2 . 379 2 N.S . 
Furl0u~~ 
Failures 
To~.. .: : 22 31 17 70 
Table 57 
Categories of Responses to the Question , 
''Do you knmv any people now 
t hat you like alot?" 
Tot::!l \wnber Ch i Degr ees of Sign ificance 
Variable Yes i\o of Cases Square Freedom Level 
Potential 25 4 29 
Furlough 
Successes 
Potential 31 7 38 . 030 1 N. S. 
Furlough 
F~1ilures 
Tot::!l 56 ll 67 
1\unher of 
Cases 
Table 58 
Cat egories of Responses to the Question, "What kind 
of person do you l ike as a friend?" 
Vari:Jble 
Potent i(ll 
FurlouJh 
Successes 
Potenti.:~l 
Furlou;h 
Fa ilures 
T0tal 
i\Lcnher of 
Cases 
* 
* 
6 
2 
8 
* + 
14 
12 
26 
* * 0 
9 3 
16 8 
25 ll 
Tot:-~1 />.'umber 
of C:1ses 
32 
38 
70 
* * implies outside coi;uilun ity thought 
+ generally r ecogni : ed pos itive traits 
- sugges ti\·e of depcnu.1nt tcnd::mc:2:; 
Chi 
Squ:1re 
3. 564 
Degrees of 
l·recdon 
3 
0 ne tral tr~its 
(See .\rpcnJix L tor exanples of s tat c::icn t s in each ·~ate; r ;- .) 
Signific:mce 
Level 
N.S . 
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Table 59 
Categories of Responses to the Question , "If you were asked 
to give some advice to a person coming into the prison 
system for the first time , \vhat would it be?" 
* * * * * 
Total \u:nber Chi Degrees of Si611ific?J1Ce 
Variab le * * + + of Cases Square Freedom 
Level 
Potential 14 3 6 2 9 34 
Furloug h 
Succes5es 
Potentia l 7 5 2 5 19 38 6.331 4 ?\.S. 
Furlough 
Failures 
Total 21 8 8 7 28 72 
l\'umbcr of 
Cases 
* * reCercr.ccs to getting out of pri son and/or pa ~·t 1c1pating in rehab . prcg r ~'!."lS 
- re:e r ences to taking cn;·e of self and being cautious in. dealings l>ith oc. r,ers 
+ obeving the rules and staying out of trouble 
*: • cc;~bJ.;,ations of the above three occur:· inl: in one r esponse 
Tsc::: . .l.ppcr,d ix L for exor.1plcs of sta tcnen ts in each ca t egory.) 
Gr.J.phs comparing tv!f.!PI mean profiles for the potential furlough 
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groups Hil:h mean profiles of other prison samples . Figure 1 presents 
the mean profiles of the potential furlough success group and the 
potential furlough failure group . 
Figure 2 presents mea.'1 profiles of the following t\vO samples : 
The Combined mean scores of the potential furlough success and failure 
groups, and the mean prof iles scoTes of Panton's prison admissions 
sample (Appenclix B). 
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Graphs comparing CPI mean scores for the potential furlough 
groups 1vith mean scores of other prison samples and population subgroups . 
Figure 3 presents the mean profiles of the potential furlough success 
group and the potential furlough failure group. 
Figure 4 presents mean profiles of the following three samples: 
The combined mean scores of the potential furlough success and failure 
groups, norms for male high school students (Gough, 1969, p. 3~ and the 
mean profile for 194 prison inmates (Gough, 1969, p. 34). 
Graphs comparing SORT mean scores for the potential furlough gro~ 
with mean scores of other population subgroups. Figure 5 presents 
the mean factor standard scores of the potential furlough success group 
and the potential furlough failure group. 
Figure 6 presents mean factor scores for the following three 
samples: The combined mean factor standard scores for a sample of 
college men (Stone , 1958, p . 7), mean factor standard scores for 
a sample of industrial workers (Stone, 1958, p. 7). 
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Demographic data. Those demographic variables that showed sig-
nificant differences between the knmm furlough success group and the 
kno\'ffi furlough failure group included, or were included, among those 
found to be associated with furlough performance in the literature 
1vith two exceptions. Variable: Type of Offense was significant 
at the .10 level for the Total Data and .17 for the Virginia Data 
Alone . Though this may suggest a trend, the confidence level is too 
small to conclude that the distribution of offenses is different for 
the furlough success group when compared 1vith the furlough failure 
group. Both the Massachusetts (p.lO) and the California (p.ll) furlough 
studies found Type of Offense to be associated 1vi th escape while on 
furlough. The other variable that both studies found to be associated 
with escape while on furlough that was not found to be significantly 
different between the furlough success and failure groups in this study 
was Variable: Age at Furlough Release. (Age at Furlough Release was 
significant at the .62 level for the Total Data, and significant 
at the .69 level for the Virginia Data Alone . 
When compared with the results from the Brookhart, Ruark, and 
Scoven and the Vera Institute studies on work-release, the following 
differences in significance of demographic variables associated with 
success or failure on temporary release were noted: Number of Adjustment 
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Reports, Type of Offense, and Occupation were differentially associated 
with success or failure on work-release in the Brookhart, Ruark, 
and Scoven study (p.l2), but not differentially associated with furlough 
success or failure in the present study . Age at Time of Work-Release 
and NLUTiber of Adjustment Reports were differentially associated with 
h'Ork-release success or failure in the Vera Institute study (p . 14) , 
but not \vith success or failure on furlough in this study. All of 
the other variables these three studies held in common, when analyzed 
with respect to differential association 1vith temporary release 
performance, showed similar results . 
According to those variables which showed significant differences 
between means for the known furlough success group and the kno1vn 
furlough failure group, the inmate who 1) is serving a longer term, 
2) is more emotionally mature as reflected in his pre-sentence report, 
3) has fe\ver parole violations, 4) has been on more previous furloughs, 
5) is farther away from parole eligibility, 6) has served more months 
m prison prior to his furlough release, 7) has a 10\ver nLUTiber of total 
convictions on his record, 8) will be older at the time of his dis -
charge eligibility, 9) is farther a\Vay from discharge, 10) has a smaller 
nLUTiber of felony convictions, 11) has a larger number of misdemeanor 
convictions, 12) has served fewer months in prison prior to current 
sentence, and 13) has had a smaller number of previous incarcerat ions 
is more likely to be a successful furlough program participant when 
compared with other furlough program participants. 
In addition to the above, the following category variables showed 
significantly different distributions for the kno1vn furlough success 
and failure groups : 1) The variable: Marital Status with the majority 
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of the differences between the two groups accounted for by a propor-
tionally larger nwnber of failure cases in the "divorced or separated" 
category than in the "married or single" category. For the Total 
Data 33% of the success cases ivere married, 54% were single, and 12% were 
divorced or separated. 27% of the failure cases were married, 50% 
single, and 23% divorced or separated . For the Virginia Data Alone 
the distribution of success cases is the same as for the Total Data . 
33% of the failure cases were married, 39% were single, and 28% were 
divorced or separated. 
2) The variable: To Whom Furloughed with the majority of the 
differences between the two groups accounted for by a proportionally 
larger nwnber of knoivn successes being furloughed to persons other 
than their wives. This is more the case for the Virginia Data Alone 
for which approximately 80% of the success group were furloughed to 
persons other than their wives compared to 65% of the failure group . 
With respect to the Total Data 73% of the failure group were furloughed 
to persons other than their wives compared with 80% for the success 
group . For the three remaining categories--"parents," "relative," and 
"other"--the breakdown of the Virginia Data Alone was 48%, 18%, 
and 14% respectively for the furlough success group, and 35%, 14%, and 
15% respectively for the furlough failure group . The Total Data has 
the same breakdo\vn for success cases as the Virginia Data Alone. But, 
for the Total Data failure cases, the breakdo\vn was 39%, 15%, and 19% 
respectively. From this further breakdoivn, it can be seen that the 
remainder of the difference between the known furlough success and 
failure groups, not accounted for in the "wife" vs "other" dicotomy, 
is found in the "parent" category which shows an average difference 
of 11% for the two sets of data in the direction of the furlough 
success group. 
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3) The variable: Emotional Maturity Recode which is a treatment 
of the variable: Emotional tvlaturity Raw Score as 6 distinct categories 
rather than a continuum. On this variable, the Total Data differs 
from the Virginia Data Alone in that the contingency table has 4 
degrees of freedom with categories "one," "two," "three," "four," 
and "five and six." The Virginia Data Alone has 3 degrees of freedom 
with categories "one," "two," "three," and "four through six," because 
only 3 failure cases remained after distribution into categories "one" 
through "four." For the Total Data, the distribution of success cases 
among categories "one" through "five and six" was 12%, 41%, 33%, 10% 
and 4% respectively. It was 36%, 36%, 20%, 5%, and 13% respectively 
for the failure cases from the Total Data . The success cases from 
the Virginia Data Alone were distributed among the categories--"one," 
" t wo," "three," and "four through six" -- 12% , 41%, 33% and 14% 
respectively. For the failure cases from the Virginia Data Alone, 
the distribution was 29%, 22%, 36%, and 13% respectively. It can now 
be seen that the differences between the furlough success and failure 
groups is accounted for by noting that whereas 72% of the furlough 
failures from the Total Data fall into categories "one," and "two," 
only 53% of the success cases do so. Also, 14% of the success cases 
fall into categories "four" through "six," whereas only 8% of the 
failure cases do so. For the 'irginia Data Alone , the distribution of 
success cases are the same as for the Total Data, but for the failure 
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cases, the percentage of cases in categories "one" and "tHo" is 51%. 
13% of the Virginia failure cases are in categories "four" through 
"six." This primarily accounts for the smaller chi-square value for 
the Virginia Data Alone on this variable. 
The distribution of cases on the category variables: To \Vhom 
Furloughed and Marital Status suggest that an inmate is more likely 
to be successful on furlough if he does not experience interpersonal 
conflicts with those to whom he is sent or with whom he is apt to 
spend his time . Of interest 1s the fact that, while fewer success 
than failure cases were divorced or separated, more failure cases 
were furloughed to their wives than success cases. It appears that 
inmates furloughed to their wives run a greater risk of failure than 
inmates furloughed to their parents. This is much more the case for 
the Virginia Data Alone than the Total Data and may account for the 
fact that the variable: Age at Furlough Release does not differentiate 
significantly in the present study. Though younger inmates are generally 
more impulsive and less emotionally mature than older inmates, they 
are more likely to be single and furloughed to their parents than 
older inmates. They are also more likely to be unskilled laborers 
than olderinmates 1vhich would reduce the differential significance 
of variable: Occupation. The Virginia sample reflects a population 
Inore conservative and provincial than the New York or Pennsylvania 
samples, and, therefore, more likely to have closer family ties than 
either of these . 
It can be seen by examining the Pearson correlation coefficients 
(Appendix I) that 18 of the demographic variables for the Total Data 
and 17 for the Virginia Data Alone were significantly correlated with 
success or failure on f urlough . However, none of these variables 
alone accounts for more than 8 percent of the variance. The final 
discriminant functions1vi th a canonical correlation of .538 , can be 
158 
seen as accounting for only 29% of the t otal variance on the independant 
variable, success/failure on furlough. Nevertheless, the discriminant 
func t ion for the Total Data resulted in a classification function which 
discriminated between the f urlough success and failure groups correctly 
73% of the tirne. On cross-validation, the combinations of weighted 
variables making up the discriminant functions correctly classified 
cases not used in t he development of the functions an average of 76% 
of the time . 
The discrepancies between the discriminant functions developed on 
the Total Data, and those developed on the Virginia Data Alone require 
explanation . The canonical correlation for the discriminant function 
based on analysis of the Virginia Data Alone was . 396, accounting 
for 16% of the variance but discriminating between furlough successes 
and failures correctly 73% of t he time. 
By examining Table 33 and Table 35 , percentages of correct 
classification for the failure subgroups, it can be seen t hat 69 of 
the 231 furlough fa ilure cases, 30%, came from the Virginia Department 
of Corrections following administrative changes in the selection of 
inmates fo r part icipat ion in the fur l ough program . For these inmates, 
the predictive strategy aris ing out of the Brookhart, Ruark, and Scoven 
work-release study was us ed in addition to subjective judgements of 
the Central Classification Committee. The classificaT ion function 
developed by Brookhart, Ruark and Scoven on a sample of work-release 
program participants employs the follo1ving variables : Emotional 
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Maturity , Relationship to Parole Eligibi lity, Number of Adjustment 
Reports, Time to Discharge, Number of Total Convictions, Number of 
Felony Convictions, Type of Offense, and Occupation . Two of these 
variables are found in the discriminant functions for both the Total 
Data and the Virginia Data Alone . Three and Two, respectively are 
significantly correlated with the variables for the Total Data and 
Virginia Data Alone. The variables : To \Vhom Furloughed Bivariate : 
Wife/Other and Marital Status Combining Divorced and Separated, though 
probably intercorrelated t o some extent with Occupation and Type 
of Offense, are not significantly intercorrelated with any of the 
other work-release variables. And Number of Adjustment Reports was 
not found to be significantly correlated with success/failure on 
furlough . Nonetheless, the result was that the 69 failure cases selected 
for candidacy in the furlough program using the work-release classifi-
cation function , were a great deal more similar to the 253 furlough 
success cases, on the discriminating variabl es used to differentiate 
bet\-:een them , than any of the other furlough failure subgroups . 
The influence that a drastically reduced variance bet\veen the 
furlough success and failure groups , because of the similarity to the 
success group of almost one-third of the Total Data failure cases 
and more than one half of the Virginia Data Alone failure cases , was 
to decrease the efficiency of classification functions i n correctly 
dis tinguishing between the success and failure groups . The more 
homogenous the t\~D groups become , the more alike the classification 
ftmctions become and the more difficult it is to correctlv determine 
group membership using these functions. Note that, using the ftmctions 
developed from the Total Data, only 44.9% of the 69 Virginia cases 
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were correctly classified--less than half. When compared with 89 . 7%, 
87.7%, and 76.6% for the New York, Pennsylvania, and Virginia Prior 
to Administrative Change failure subgroups, it is clear that the 73% 
correct classification figure for the Total Data discriminant function 
is smaller than it would have been had the influence of the 69 Virginia 
cases been removed. 
The classification functions derived from the discriminant 
analysis of the Virginia Data Alone correctly distinguished between 
the furlough success and failure cases from Virginia 71% of the time. 
For the 47 failure cases prior to administrative change the percent 
correct classification was 80.9%. For the 70 failure cases following 
administrative change the percent correct classification was 67.1%. 
Examination of the standardized discriminant function coefficients 
from the analysis of the Virginia Data Alone in Table 16 shows 
that the major contributors to the function are variables: To IV"hom 
Furloughed Bivariate: Wife/Other and ~larital Status Combining Divorced 
and Separated. This indicates tlmt the inclusion of these demographic 
variables in the furlough candidacy decision making process might 
markedly improve predictive accuracy over the work-release fonnula 
now being used by the Central Classification Committee of the 
Virginia Department of Corrections. 
Personality Characteristics. Three of the four special f.l\IPI 
sca les developed by Panton--Habitual Criminal, Prison Adjustment, and 
Escapism, were significant in t-test analyses for the difference 
between means of independant samples . The scale on which the potential 
furlough success and failure groups responded with the most significant 
difference was Prison Adjustment. The success group mean was 
significantly lower than the failure group mean at the . 001 level . 
However , it must be noted that Panton used a cutting score of 13 to 
distinguish between the adjusted and non-adjusted prison inmates, 
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the mean for the adjusted group being 10.64, and for the non-adjusted 
group, 15.32 (Appendix B) . The mean score for the potential furlough 
failure group was 11 . 26 , below the cutting score of 13 and closer to 
the mean for the prison adjusted group. Since Panton used Number of 
Adjustment Reports (serious infractions of prison rules) in selecting 
his adjusted and non-adjusted groups of inmates, one or more infractions 
being the dividing line, the mean scores for both furlough groups on 
the Prison Adjustment Scale suggest that all furlough candidates 
follow prison rules (or manage not to "get caught" when they don't) 
with the potential furlough success group being better at it than the 
potential furlough failure group . 
The mean scores for potential success and failure groups on the 
Habitual Criminal Scale >vere 30.66 and 34.10 respectively. The success 
group mean of 30.66 is half way betHeen the mean scores of a group 
of first offenders and a group of recidivists with one prior sentence 
used by Panton in validating the HC Scale. The failure group mean 
score of 34.10 and a standard deviation of 4. 34 is almost identical 
to Panton ' s validation group of recidivists with three or more prior 
sentences between the ages of 30 and 39 (See Appendix B). 
Panton arrived at a cutting score of 17 for his Escapism Scale . 
The population from which his non-escapee sample was drahn ;1ad a mean 
score of 15 . 37 and the original escapee experimental sample had a 
mean score of 19 . 94 (See Appendix B). The sample of notential 
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furlough successes had a mean score of 15.66. The potential furlough 
failure sample had a mean score of 17.74. Note that the failure 
group score is above the 17 point cutting score . 
For the Parole Violator Scale, though there is a two point 
spread between the potential success and failure groups, the difference 
1n standard deviations reduces its significance. A cutting score of 
11 correctly identified 80.5% of both the parole violators and non-
violators in Panton's study (see Appendix B). Note that the potential 
furlough success group has a mean score of 9.38, below the cutting 
point, and the potential failure group has a mean score of 11.26, 
above the cutting point . 
The above agreement in mean scores and the direction of differences 
with Panton's data increases the validity of his scales as well as 
indicating that there are reliable personality differences underlying 
those behaviors tapped by demographic variables. Furthennore, Panton's 
~~~I special scales are, with the possible exception of the PaV scale, 
sensitive enough to register significant differences among inmates 
\vho meet the basic qualification for acceptance into the furlough 
program. 
Of interest with respect to Negargee's classification system f or 
~~~I profiles is that, though all but five of the valid profiles fit 
into one of his ten categories and only two of the total number of 
profiles were considered invalid, when they were arranged from one 
to ten according to degree of pathology and divided dmvn the middle 
for a 2 by 2 contingency table, the chi-square was not significant 
at the . OS level. It became significant when the five unclassified 
profiles and the three invalid profiles, all in the potential furlough 
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failure group, with the exception of one invalid one, were added to 
the contingency table along 1vith the five classification groups 
reflective of increased pathology. The differences in the two groups 
which account for the size of the chi-square value are as follows: 
40% of the potential furlough success group \vere classified into group 
Item, the most benign of the 10 profile groups, as compared with 24% 
of the potential failure group. 24% of the success group compared with 
15% of the failure group were classified into groups Easy, Baker, 
Able, and George--the next four groups in order of benignity. (Of 
possible interest is the fact that 4 of the 5 cases in this range 
from the potential furlough failures were in group Able.) Lastly, 
the fact that the five unclassifiable profiles, and the two that were 
invalid, were in the potential failure group contributed to the 
significance of the chi-square value. Since this researcher is aware 
of difficulties in using the Megargee system with medium and maximum 
custody prison populations (Hinshaw, 1978), it may be the case that 
this classification system, originally developed on youthful offenders, 
does not accorrunodate the profiles of more habitual or "hardened" 
criminal populations. 
Dividing the profiles into two groups on the basis of pathology 
and finding a difference that is only tentQ~ively significant (depending 
on what interpretation one gives to the invalid and unclassifiable 
profiles) suggests that the personality characteristics operative 1n 
promoting successful functioning in the furlough program are not 
directly related to the classic patterns of pathology refl ected 
in ~~I profiles. 
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The results of t-test analyses of the mean scores for potential 
success and failure groups on the 18 scales of the CPI shoH significant 
differences on all of the Class II scales -- "Measures of Socialization, 
Maturity, Responsibility, and Intrapersonal Structuring of Values" 
(Gough, 1969, p. 10) --except Cm (communality), "the degree to 
\vhich an individual's reactions and responses correspond to the 
modal ('common') pattern established for the inventory'' (Gough, 
1969, p. 11) . However, in addition to these, the most significant 
difference was obtained on the Ai Scale (Achievement via Conformance) 
with at-value of 4.008 and a significance level of .001. As can be 
seen in table 49, all of the significant mean differences are 1n 
the expected direction, the successful potential furlough program 
participant being more consciencious, responsible, and dependable (Re); 
possessing more social maturity, integrity, and rectitute (So); 
more self regulated, self controlled, and freer from impulsivity and 
self-centeredness (Sc); more permissive, accepting, and non-judgmental 
in social beliefs and attitudes (To); more capable of creating a 
favorable impression, and more concerned about how others react to him 
(Gi); possessing more factors of interest and motivation which 
facilitate achievement in any setting \vhere autonomy and independence 
are positive behaviors (Gough, 1969) . 
Five of the individual SORT factor raw scores, but none of the 
SORT factor ratio ' s or standard scores (Appendix J), showed significant 
differences between the potential furlough success and failure groups 
at the . 05 level. The t-value for the F-factor 1·:1.s s ignificant beyond 
the .Ollevel with at-value of 2. 932 . In addition, the r-1 \vas 
165 
significant at the . 02 level. \Vhat is curious about the SORT results 
is the direction of some of the mean differences. On the F-factor, 
the potential furlough success group had a larger mean score than the 
failure group. On the M, H, Fch and P factors, the success group 
had smaller me.m scores. With the exception of the Fch factor these 
directions of differences are not what one would expect according to 
Rorschach rationale and are not in agreement with the differences 
1n personality characteristics bet\veen the two groups as measured 
by the CPI . 
An examination of the graph in Table 65 shows several differences 
between the combined potential furlough success and failure group 
sample and the other two samples from subgroups 1n the general population. 
These differences are, for the most part, amenable to logical ex-
planation using Rorschach theory. A possible conclusion here is 
that the SORT taps clinical pathology and therefore can distinguish 
between a prison sample and samples taken from the general population, 
the prison sample showing more marked deviation from the norms as is 
expected with increased incidence of pathology . However, as can be 
seen from the ~egargee classification of ~~I profiles, in combination 
with the CPI results, the differences between potential furlough 
successes and failures are not necessarily differences in degree of 
clinical pathology as they are differences in attitude and interpersonal 
interaction. The SORT does not appear to be effective in showing up 
differences such as these. This conclusion is supported by the research 
done by Philip Langer anJ others. That the SORT does detect different 
types of clinical pathology is supported by the Weinlander studies. 
In l "ght of this, Stone's caution that the SORT is not intended for 
clinical use but "is designed to appraise and analyze vocationally 
significant temperment trait" (Stone, 1958), may be in need of 
revision. It appears, given the research available to date, that 
the SORT is better at detecting clinical pathology than it is in 
differentiating between clusters of temperment traits. 
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Chi square analyses of the category responses to the structured 
interview questions showed no significant differences in distribution 
of responses between the two potential furlough groups at the .OS level. 
However two of the questions elicited responses that were significantly 
different at the .20 level, possibly indicative of a trend. To the 
question, "How many brothers and sisters do you have?", 32 % of the 
potential success group said they had 1 to 4 siblings and 52% said 
they had 4 to 8 siblings. For the potential failure group, 44% said 
they had 1 to 4 siblings and 25 % said they had 4 to 8 siblings . In 
addition, 15% of the f a ilure gr oup wer e only children compared with 0% 
of the succes s group. To the question, "If you were asked to give 
some advice to a person coming into the prison system for the first 
time, what would it be?", 50% of the potential success group compared 
to 32 % of t he f ailure group made references to working toward getting 
out of pr1son and/o1· participating in rehabilitation programs. Only 
26% of the potential furlough success group as compared with 50% 
of the potential failure group referred only to taking care of oneself 
and being cautious in one's dealings 1vith other inmates. 
The differences in response to the question about number of 
siblings probably suggests that the potential furlough success gr oup 
is more likely to have experienced closer family ties than the failure 
group. The differences in respons e to the question about the type 
of advice to give an incoming prisoner might reflect a difference 
between the two groups in what might be called the desire to "go 
straight," as opposed to remaining a part of the criminal element . 
However, it must be remembered that these differences in response 
patterns were significant at the .20 level and therefore have a 20% 
risk of having occurred by chance alone. It is the fact that the 
differences are in expected directions that lends so1ne strength to 
the r esults. 
Limitations of the Study 
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The major limiting factors ln this study revolved around the 
selection of subjects for the h1o>m furlough failure group. Since 
initially, t he only prison population to which the researcher had access 
was the Virginia Department of Corrections, both the known furlough 
success and knmm furlough failure group samples were to be selected 
from the central files in Virginia. However, in the course of selecting 
cases for each group f rom the total population of furlough program 
participants, demographic data was gathered f rom the files of 250 success 
cases before it was discovered that onJ.y a total of 117 furlough 
faiJ.ure cases couJ.d be J.ocated . At this point, it became necessary 
to increase the number of failure cases by contacting other sta tes 
and requesting access to their files . 
New York and PennsyJ.vania granted pennission to u e fur ::.ough 
failure cases from their files but we were unable to specify the 
procedure by which these cases be sdected from the totaJ. population of 
furlough failures from these states. In addition, the organization of 
inmate central files was different in each state . This factor 
greatly increased the difficulty in gathering the specified demo-
graphic data on the New York and Pennsylvania cases . However, New 
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York and Pennsylvania seemed to have a large number of furlough 
failures in their files so that, as long as time permitted, the pro-
cedure followed was to eliminate those files that did not contain the 
required information. lVhat effect, if any, this had on the final sub-
groups of furlough failures from New York and Pennsylvania is not known. 
The second problem with the knmvn furlough failure group, created 
by its lack of internal homogeneity in comparison with the success 
group, 1vas that there were differences in furlough cru1didate selection 
procedures . This was true not only for New York and Pennsylvania 
in comparison with Virginia but, most markedly, within the Virginia 
failure group itself. Since the fact, that the last 69 of the 
Virginia failure cases were selected from the population of furlough 
participants chosen using the work-release classification functions, 
was not discovered until after the data was collected and analyzed, 
the influence of this failure subgroup showed up in the results in 
the manner discussed earlier . 
With respect to the sample of potential furlough successes and 
failures, aside from the violations of the requirements of random 
selection obvious in the methodology described in chapter three, no 
major difficulties affecting the validity or reliability of the 
results were encountered. ..;.s stated earlier , only two of the ~h\fPI 
profiles were identified as invalid. There seemed to be no marked 
tendancies to "fake good" or "fake bad" that showed up on inspection 
of the scored CPI tests. In addition, since the results of the 
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data analyses of the personality tests were in agreement with what 
might be expected given the findings of previous research, it may be 
assumed that the fear of t he prison inmate samples used in thi s 
research being predomi.i'l.antly unreliable and insincere t estees were 
found . 
Suggestions for Further Research 
Of most interest would be the results of another linear discri~inant 
analysis with the 69 Virginia furlough fai lures , selected following 
administrative changes , removed . In line with this , the results of 
the discriminant analyses would be of much greater practical sig-
nificance if the entire sample from which they were generated was 
"cleaner ." It is sugges t ed that, if this anal ysis is r epeated on 
another sample of furlough program participant s, an agreed -upon set 
of furlough candidacy r equirements be used t o select subjects from 
the population of fur l ough successes and failures available to the 
researchers. This will point up shifts in administrative policy 
which might have altered the range and distribution of demographic 
variables in the population. 
The result of the analyses of personality variables which suggest 
that the differences bebveen successful and unsuccessful potential 
furlough participants is not a difference in degree of pathology so 
much as it is a difference in social and intrapersonal attitudes and 
values bears f rther stt:C.y. Panton 's work , Gough's study of parole 
violators , and the present research all point to the use of an 
instrument other than the traditional ~MPI in decis ion making pro-
cedures involving placement of inmates in the outside commLmi ty . 
The CPI scales appear to provide more pertinent data that 1s also 
more amenable to straightforward interpretation. 
Related to the above is the increased liklihood of inmates to 
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be successful on furlough if they are sent to parents and/or are 
single, rather than married or separated and furloughed to their lvives. 
This result requires further study since, in many correctional systems, 
married inmates find it easier to obtain furloughs. 
Lastly, the use of the SORT in clinical settings must be in-
vestigated further . Since the original Rorschach is a clinical 
instrument, and since the SORT is based on the Rorschach, it seems more 
likely that the construct validity of the SORT would be more easily 
determined and more consistently demonstrated in clinical settings. 
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Appendix A 
Mt-.fPI Mean Profiles, Classification Rules, and CPI Mean Scores 
for the Hegargee Syst em 
If the profile meets all the essential rules for one, and only 
one, group, then it is classified into that group . If it meets all 
178 
of the essential rules for two or more groups, then points are assigned 
according to the accessory (Set II) criteria and the point chart . 
The profile is assigned to the best fitting type . If the profile 
fails to meet all of the essential rules for any group, it is regarded 
as uncl~ssifiable. (Megargee, 1977, p . 130) 
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GROUP ITEM 
Points 
I. (1) Top scale ~ 80T 
(2) Scale 9 £ 7ST 
(3) Scale 8 ~ 70T 
II. (1) Scal e 1 ~ 4ST and £:: 60T 
(2) Scale 2 > SST and ~ 6ST 
(3) Scale 4 ~ SST and < 70T 
(4) Scale 0 ~ SST 
( + 1) 
(+1) 
(+1) 
( + 1) 
(S) Second highest scJ.l e < 70T 
Point Chart 
No . Points Level 
4, S Medium 
1 , 2,3 Low 
0 Minimum 
1 00 100 
90 r i 90 
aof 
I - j 
80 
I 70 
70 ~ 
I ~ 
::l .t:::o. . 60 ~ ' ~ ~ =.7 I I -1 I }f. ! . 50 
I ~ 40 40 ~ 
30 [ I 
J 
I 
..l U 
L F K 1 2 3 4 5 6 I 0 9 0 
l 541 s 7! s~ l s-1-- ! - : · ! -J -"_ I < -1 -._I~ I 
Me;:~n ,\1.\lPI Proirlo fo r \.irou o .; ,: .-n 
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GROUP EASY 
The rules for Group Easy ar e : 
I. (1) 
(2) 
(3) 
l::r 
80r 
J 
I 
60 I 
I 
so r 
40 
-
30 
Point s 
Top scal e £.. BOT II. (1 ) Profile sl opes do•.,n 
Scale 4 ?- 60T t o t he r ight (+1 ) 
At least t wo of (2) Scale 3 is one of the top 
scal es 2, 3, and 4 t1,·o scales ( + 1) 
are among the top (3) Scal e 3 > 60T ( + 1) 
t hr ee scales (4) Scale 9 < 65T (+1 ) 
( 5) Top scal e ~ 70T ( + 1) 
(6) Second highest scale ~ 70T (+1) 
Point Chart 
1 ::.oo 
-
90 
-
80 
-
1 70 /\ L. 60 
-J -~ ~ 
--x- )Q 
-
40 
l 30 
L F K 1 2 J S o , 8 9 0 
I 57154,62 I 591 6G,64 J 6ojs4) sslssi591~LJ 
M ea n MMPI Prof il e for Group EHy 
No . Points 
6 
4, 5 
1,2,3 
0 
Level 
High 
Medit....'11 
LO\·t 
1'-!inimtml 
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GROUP BAKER 
The rules for Group Baker are : 
Points 
I . (1) Top scale 4 SOT II . (1) Scale 6 > Scale 5 and 
Scale 6 > Scale 7 
(2) Top scale < 75T 
(3 ) ScQle 1 < 60T 
(+1) 
( + 1) 
( + 1) 
( + 1) 
( + 1) 
100 
-
90 
-
80 
-
70 
-
60 
-
50 
1--
40 
~ 
30 
(2) Peak on Scale 2, 
relative to Scale 1 
and Scale 3 
(3) Scale 4 ) Scale 3 
(4) Scale 4 or Scale 9 
one of top t1vo 
(5) Scale 6 > Sca l e 5 or 
Scale 6 > Scale 7 
(6) Profile s l opes dmm 
to the right 
(4) Scale 4 / Scale 5 
(5) Scale 0 7 45T 
Point Chart 
01o. Points Level 
5 High 
3, 4 ~ledium 
1' 2 LOH 
0 ~linjJnu:n 
100 
~ 
~ 
90 
80 
1\ 1\ -
·~ I v \/-------/ A -
70 
60 
50 
-
40 
-
30 
L F Kl 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 
l 5 4 I 58 E 1 1 4 91 6 ~ s 4]71 I 5 zls 7 I 5 s i s :i .. ~ [ s, I 
Mean MMPI Prol de lo r G roup Sako r 
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GROUP ABLE 
The rul es for Group Ab l e are : 
Points 
I. (1) Top scale -' 90T II. (1) Scale 4 and 9 are the 
(2) Scale 8 ~ ?lT top two (+1) 
(3) Scale 4 > Scale 3 (2) Lm.;est scale is Scale 0 
(4) Scale 2 ~ 60T or Scale 5 ( + 1) 
(5) Scales 4 and 9 1n (3) Scale 0 < SOT (+1) 
the t op t hree 
Point Chart 
No . Points Level 
3 High 
2 Medium 
1 Low 
0 Min imum 
1:: f 100 I 90 J 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
I 
50 jso 
;.. 
40 40 
JO 30 
L F Kl2 3 4 56 78 90 
152/ s6/ s6/so [ st/ss/7ol551 sJ[s3! 56!72 f 44 [ 
Mean MMPI Profile for Gr o up Able 
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GROUP GEORGE 
The rul es for Group Geor ge are: 
I. 
) ( 10 
I ( 9 
1-
8 c 
~ 
7 0 
f-
6 0 
r-
5 G 
.... 
4 0 
,r 
30 
Points 
(1) Scale 9 is not one II. (1) Sum of T scores of Scales 
of the top tHO 1 , 2, and 3 > swn of T scores 
scales of Scales 6,8, and 9 ( +2) 
(2) Scale 4 is one of ( 2) Scale 2 > SST (+1) 
top two scales (3) Scale 6 < 6ST . (+1) 
(3) Top scale ~ 90T (4 ) Scale 7 < 6ST ( + 1) 
(4) One of Scales 1,2, (S) Scale 8 < 6ST (+1) 
or 3 is ~nong the (6) Scale 9 < 70T (+1 ) 
top three scales 
(S) Does not fit Group 
Delta at any level 
Point Chart 
-
,. ' 
-
I 
I A 
/ V\ -
~ ~ ,. 
I 
-
L F K : - 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 
[ s'l [s;; l 59 ,59! 70, 6 1 17~ 1s~> [ sJ i s9ls7 l sii lszl 
Moan MMPI Profile for Group G eorge 
100 
90 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
~o . Points 
I 
S,6 
1,::::,3,4 
0 
Level 
High 
i'!edil!21l 
Low 
~linilnllli1 
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GROUP DELTA 
The rules for Group Delta are : 
Points 
I. (1) Scale 4 is the I I. (1) Peak on Scale 2 relative 
top scale to Scale 1 and Scale 3 ( + 1) 
(2) Scale 4 ~ 70T (2) Scale 4 is greater than 
(3) Scale 4 is greater the second highest scale 
than the second by lOT or more ( +2) 
highest scale by ST (3) Scale 4 ') SOT ( + 1) 
or mo1·e (4) Scale 8 ) 60T and < 75T ( + 1) 
(4) If Scale 9 is the ( 5) Scale 9 < 70T (+1) 
secor~d highest, it is (6) Scale 0 ~ 60T (+1) 
less than Scale 4 by 
1ST or more 
(5) Scales 1,3,5, 6,7 and 
9 are each~ SOT 
Point Chart 
10~-----------,----------~--------------1100 
9q------------+-r·------ -----------i 90 
a~r ___________ r--__ 80 
! 
! 70 
_.. 
601--------P.....__----i---lc______.:>../------\-~...L---------____;: 60 
J 
~-~---~-----------~~~-' 50 
40~----------r--------------------------- 40 
3G~-------__.l ---------------------~ JG 
L F K 12 34 5 67 89 0 I 5 1 J 6lr?l~~;r~-;r3) i 56:59 162 1 631621 52 
Mean M MPI Profile fo r G roup Dolta 
, 
10 . Points 
6,7 
4,5 
1, 2,3 
0 
Level 
High 
~ led ium 
Low 
rlinimum 
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GROUP JUPITER 
The r ules for Group J upiter ar e : 
I. 
)( 10 
9 I} 
~( 8 
r 
•r 7 
~ 
6 ,c 
r-
5 1\_,1 
r 
4 
r-
.r 3 
Points 
(1) Fit s i nto no ot her II. (1) Top scale ?- SOT (+1) 
group (2) Scal e 7, 8 , and 9 are 
(2) Top scale ? 70T t he top three scales ( + 1) 
(3) Top scale is one of (3) Scale 7 < Scale 8 and 
Scales 7,8, or 9 Scale 7 < Scale 9 (+1 ) 
(4) Scal es 1, 2, 3, and (4) Scales 5 and 6 ( 70T ( +2) 
4 < 70T (5) Second highes t 
(5) Scales 7, 8, and 9 scale ~ 70T ( + 1) 
are among t he t op 
four scales 
(6) Tne mean of Scal es 
7,8, and 9 is more than 
lOT greater than the 
mean of Scales 1-6 
Point Chart 
~ 
. ~· 
r ' I I 
1\ I -1\ 
I \ /A_v/ \ _  / I 
~ 
-
L F K 1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 
! sz l6slso /s2lssl)l,6!/sn / 59172179179 [54! 
Mean MMPI Prof il e tor Group Jup >t e r 
l OJ 
30 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
~o . Points 
5, 6 
3,-J. 
1,~ 
0 
Level 
High 
~-!edium 
Lo1v 
1'-linimum 
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GROUP FOXTROT 
The rules for Group Foxtrot are: 
Points 
I. (1) Scale 4,8, and 9 II. (1) Scale 1 < 60T ( + 1) 
are the top three (2) Scale 2 < 6ST (+1) 
scales (3) Scale 3 < 65T (+1) 
(2) Scale 9 ~ 69T (4) Scale 9 :> 70T (+1 ) 
(3) Scal e 4 # 65T (5) Scale 0 <SST ( + 1) 
Pojnt Chart 
No. Points Level 
4, 5 High 
2 , .) Medium 
1 Low 
0 r·linimum 
100 
90 
J 
80 80 
f-
70 i 70 
60 
50 
40 
30L-----------~------------------------~ 30 
~ F K 12 3 456 7 890 
[so[ 70,51/53157 j 55 ,77: ssj~o!6oln !sliSi j 
Moan MMPI Profile for Group Fo~trot 
187 
GROUP Cl-LI\RLIE 
The rul es for Group Charlie are : 
I. (l ) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
Points 
Top scale ~ SOT II. (1) Scale 2 )>S OT ( + 1) 
and ~ ll OT (2) Scale 6 7 70T ( + 1) 
Scale 8 ~ SOT (3) Scale 6 one of t he top 
Scale 6 ~ 65T th·o scales ( + 1) 
Scale 4 or (4) Scale 8 one of t he t op 
Scale 6 > 70T t1\·o scales ( + 1) 
(5) Profile slopes up to 
the right ( + 1) 
Point Chart 
1'-:o . Points Level 
5 High 
3 , 4 l'-!ed it.rr:1 
1, 2 Lm·: 
0 1'-!inim un 
f oo 
-------1~ 90 
v-------.---+--------------h---~~ 80 
1-\--1--------i 70 
I 
J 
------- -', 60 
,. . 
..... 
I 50 
I · 
l 40~-----+--------- ----~ 40 
-1 
J o~------~-----------------~Jo 
L F K 12 345 6 789 0 
[ 50 I so l4 6 160 16 51 591771 i)l! 81 I 72 I &4 1-sl 5 71 
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GROUP HOW 
The rules for Group How are : 
Points 
I. (l) Top scale ~ 80T II. (l ) At least 5 scales~ 70T (+1) 
(2) Scale 8 ~ Scale 9 (2) Scale 1 > 60T (+1 ) 
(3) Scale 2 ~ 70T (3) Scale 3 ) 65T ( + 1) 
(4) At l eas t three (ci ) So.ale 7 :> 65T ( + 1) 
scales ~ 70T (5 ) Scale 8 > 75T ( + 1) 
Point Chart 
No . Points Level 
5 High 
3, 4 ~lediurll 
1,2 Low 
0 }.!inimum 
~----------r---------~--------------, 100 ~-----:-------1~ 90 
~----------~~~---~-------+--~~--~' 80 I 
----~~--~--------~-+------~~l 70 r---_,L---~------------------------~j 60 l J so 50 ~ 
4ori -----------r------------------------~1 '' 
30 L_ __________ L________________________ 30 
L F K l 2 
Mean MMPI Profil e for Group how 
rlegargee Group J'.1eans and Standard Deviations on the 
California Psychological Inventory (CPI) 
Se:-t-;~ of •.: ~11 ~~~:'!~ 
''") 
?.es~on'itt>111 :y 
( Ro) 
Self cont:-.""! 
(Sc) 
GooJ L::;r.:::::.:>l, !I 
(Cl) 
Do:-!. .n .. .: 
so 
so 
~ 
SD 
so 
SD 
(Do) sn 
(C.:;; 30 
A 
) ) . 
12. 
1.7. 
09. 
50. 
10. 
"5. 6 
11.7 
q.a 
1'-. 9 
):? . 
11. 6 
50. s 
10.3 
so.-
1). 
1.). 
1 2 . 0 
ll." 11. l 
• •. ,!3. G l ~ 
10.7 10. 
0 
22 .I 4!.. 1 
16. 1 5. 'j 
2>. ~ 35.9 
51. s 
11. 8 
40.9 
35 . 
14. 
2 5 . 6 
11.9 10.1. 12.3 10,7 
)9.6 1.9.. 56.6 1.!.0 
11.2 09 4 oa . 10.4 
,. 
· -
10. 
JZ. 
11. 5 
l.:!. 
51 ' 
10.0 
l.l . . 
11. 
I.). 1 
So. I, 4 s. 
10 r 09 . ; 
10. 
4 7. 
3 5 . 
11. 3 
G 
4). 
16.0 
36.5 
l2 ' 5 
51.1. 
10 . 4 
51. 
ll. 2 
l. ~ .0 
12.0 
4). 
11 I " 11 12 () 1~.? 
39. 
10. 
!.r-.') 
10. 
).'),\ 
11 .e 10 11 
H 
22.6 
18.0 
27 , 7 
46 . I 
14.6 
40.0 
22.9 
13.8 
)Q . 0 
Ovt>r-
all 
39 . 0 
18.3 
)3.7 
10 , 2 12 .3 09. 12.7 
42.1 52.0 40.0 47.6 
10 . 9 09.9 09.9 1 1.2 
t.. 5 . 6 
I 0 . 9 
31.5 
10 .3 
3' ,r, 
10. 
10. 
4 7. 9 
12 . 
4 7. 
1 2.0 
!.1. 
1!.7 
41.. 8 
10 . 
50. 
ll. 2 
35.8 4) .9 
11.8 Jl. 
l. s. 
10 .o II. 7 
I I . 2 11. 5 
51.9 !..' •. 1.4. 5 49. \ Gl. ]9 49.2 45 4 9. 0 
10.9 (5;) SD 05.3 10. 10 . 
57. 2 4>. t.!...O 
so 09 0·) . 9 10.9 
c 
Oo. 1., 11.0 l ! . S OS ;, 10. 
50. 'l 52.5 51.4 ~8 g 1.0.9 G9 .5 
10 .~ 09.1 ll.o 09 10.1 10 .1 
D r. H 
10. 
10. 
!..9 7 
J 
Ov~r­
all 
5.: 1 f .~ i>, ' I 58.- 51.0 50.9 5). 5 J. 
09 . 0 
s 5 . 5 50. 7 1.6. 
10. 
52.] 51.5 52.3 
T .J 1 .. r t:i•~., 
(Tv) S:J 
Ach t .. vo::! ..-r t '!., l,;j 1 
(A l ) sn 
(l . > sn 
( p ;) 5" 
f lt.'X lh t { l t'j 
so 
So t d l :-,1(! , 
so 
(0rtMun. tl1 ty 
sn 
F.·~! t l: \ ~~~ 
so 
0~ Q1_q 09. 06.9 11. 1 09.9 
t.2 .n 
11.9 10.4 
4>. 4'. 
l"l ') c: ,'1 
45. ) t ,. c 
1 3 l l. t. 
51 7 49. 1 
49.7 
11.) 
4 7. 6 
11. 2 
29 . 2 
12 
)~ 
C/1 
1) . 
44. 7 
11. 
4 3 . 
12.7 
4 1.9 
l ~ .. 1 
1 n < 
43. 
11.9 
51.8 
l C . f. 
4o. 
33 . 41. 
10 . 11.7 
40. l !.6 . 4 
10. R 09. 
) i.. • I; 
11 . ' 1 1.9 1 2. 12. 2 
5o s~. 47. R 
O>l nr..o 09.9 
)2. 53. 
11.6 
49.0 
I!. 6 
50. 
10.0 
50 . 
II . 
)9 .! 
10.4 11. 4 10.4 
]1. 0 4).0 30 . 5 
11.6 12.4 
40.6 48.1 
1 !. I!. 2 
25. 4 J." 
12 . 
37 . 4 
I!. Q 
zo. 
12.8 12 .8 12.0 
l..f.. 6 s 1. 0 4 7. 
ll .O 0 9. 3 09.0 
51.~ 
l l.l 
29. 9 
4 7. 
I!. 2 
<).0 
1.8. 
1 J. 
)] .8 
38.9 
1 J .0 
4~.9 
11.5 
38. 
[4. 6 
50 .•) 
10.0 
1.9.8 
11 . 7 
]\. 9 
10.7 
)6. 
ll. O 
29."' 
11 2 
3) . ~ 
[0. 
41.6 
OR. 
1 7 . 7 
09.6 11.0 08. 5 10 . Q 05. 
)5. R 
1 1.4 
'5. 9 
18. 
4 7. 
09 . ~ 
17. '-
49.1 
0".2 
30. 
19.9 
5 1.'> 
09. 
~ 5. 9 
5C 
4 ~ .0 
1h. 6 
S I. 
09. J Od. 
36.8 
18. 
<6 .0 
OJ. 
4 2 . 
20. 
51 ,1. 
08,9 
29. 7 
2 2." 
4~ . ... 
I I . 6 
51 .9 
J ~ . 
27.) 40.0 
2/.8 10. 
5.1. 
09. 8 0; . ' 
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MMPI Items, Group Mean Scores and Standard Deviations 
for the Five Special Scales of the ~~WI 
Clark's Recidivist Scale 
The following are the items making up the scale and the direction 
of scored r esponses : 
Item r :te~pon~e 
,~-
_,o • 
I Item l'o. ~ ~~pon !!e 62 T 233 T 64 T ! 240 T 
'30 T 249 F 81 T 273 I T 102 T 294 I 1'  109 'l' 370 }4' 111 F 437 'l' 1 ~ 0 'l' - J_ ·_ 440 ~, 120 F 459 T 
i 127 T 460 I 1'<, l 215 'I' 481 T 219 T 513 ft' 
Mean scores on the Rc scale for the recidivist a~d non-recidivist 
samples were 11.38 with an s .d. of 3. 00, and 7. 22 with an s .d. of 
2.22, respectively. 
Panton's Escapism Scale 
The following are items making up the scale and direction of 
scored responses: 
Item No. R C:ijJOllSC : It •~m Xo. Ti e;:;ponsc Item X o.l Hl's pon~cl 
I 
2 F I I 157 T 2:)0 T 
3 F : 
3S T 
42 T 
4 .) T I 
47 T I 
}.')!) T 
I 
)();) T 
17::) F 
179 T 
I!).; T 
2:i:.! T 
::'liS F 
'277 T 
'2>-:.! T 
2!i·l F 
7G T I 20S T 300 T 
9"• F 
' 98 F 
107 F ; 
ll :j F I 
r· - T 
r 
- J 
13.) T I 
1 ;1(1 T 
1 
------------
2"2-t T 
2''" T I -·' 235 T 
23U T ! 
:n!l T I 
1 
:!·HI T I 
2-17 T 
_____ j
311 T 
3i!l F 
3~0 F 
39:, F 
I 3D:) T 
j, t~~ } 
- -- --- --- -----
Below are the group means and standard deviations for Panton's 
Escapism scale. 
Groups 
St:lllcbrJ 
De via tirJru 
192 
, Ori6iu:tl :\" un-Esc:tpce E"l:p('rimcut ~tl S:Jrnplc (_ · = 100) 
R cn:aindt•r of :\" un-EO'c:tpcc Po1 •uhliun from " ·hi ch Orif;in:JI 
ExpcrirnL·fll:t! S:truplc "'' ~ J)ra\\·n (X = 207) 
i __ H_. n·_.2 __ l. __ .t __ ._7_5_--l 
i ' . .., -~ ·-·) 
3. !J.j I 1-L/6 I 
,-19~--,--4-.33-. --1 
----r 20 ::>:? -, ~.o; 
----- -------- ----- - --- ---------------
Panton's Prison Adjustment Scale 
The following are the items making up the scale and the direction 
of scored responses: 
==--
.. 
I 
I 
Item Ko. Response I ! 
5 F i 20 F I 26 T 
43 T I 4() T 
SG T ! 
73 F I lOG F ! 10\l T 
116 T I I 
131 T i 13! F 
' . ! 
ltl'm :\"o. I 
143 
1-!6 
161 
173 
19::' 
216 
261 
276 
28-! 
307 
3:?8 
I 
367 
' 
Res ponse l 
T 
T 
T 
F 
T 
T 
F 
F 
F 
F l 
T I T I 
Item Xu. 
378 
3$.) 
300 
40S 
43G 
447 
466 
485 
493 
514 
525 
553 
Below are the group means and standard deviations for Panton's 
Prison Adjustment Scale. 
- ---
Combined Group~ (by :~ge) ~ M so 
Adjusted (~ = 177) 
1G-:?l 35 11.06 2.45 
22-30 70 10 .83 2.:?8 
31-53 n 10 .2:2 2 . 2'2 
Non-:\Jju~kJ (:\" = 177) 
lf>-:!1 ss 15.:>3 3.06 
22-30 60 15 .73 3 .25 
31--43 29 14 .83 3.14 
-------·-------· --
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Pant on' s Habit ual Cr iminal Scale 
The following are the items that make up the scale and the direction 
of scored r esponses: 
Item R esponse I tem Re;ponsc Item R esponse I 
5 T 107 F 237 F 
8 F 109 T 239 T 
16 T 110 T 244 T 
20 F 11 6 T 245 T 
21 T 118 T 248 F 
24 T 127 T 2ti7 F 
26 T 131 T 27ti F 
32 T 134 F 287 F 
33 T 137 F 289 F 
35 T . 141 F 294 F 
37 F 143 T 29ti F 
38 T H fi T 307 F 
42 T 155 F 328 T 
43 T 161 T 3ti7 T 
49 T 170 F 37S F 
56 T 171 F 38.'1 F 
61 T 173 F 390 F 
67 T 180 F 408 F 
73 F 183 F 436 F 
82 . F 192 T 4H F 
84 T 201 F 4ti6 F 
9 1 F 2 1.J T 48.5 F 
94 T 21 6 T 493 F 
96 F 224 .T 514 T 
10'2 T 23 1 F 5'>- F _ ;:> 
235 F i 553 T L ___ 
Below are t he group means and standard deviations for Panton ' s 
Habitual Criminal Scale . 
Validation group; (by age) I N M I SD I 
Nonnsle--Accepted applicant3 I I fo r prison employment 
21-4-1 120 24 . :28 3.3ti 
IN ormaiJ;....:.-ReJected applicants 
for prison employment 
21--H -"90 26.27 4 .29 
i l'm!t ·orrenuers f--·- -- -~----·-
40-Above 46 28.04 4.12 
17-36 (P~rolees) 27 27 .48 4 .64 
R ec!d ivist-3 or more prio r sente nces 
40-Abo;·e : 4(i 33 .63 * 5.23 
30-39 63 3:3.9.) * 4 .35 
20-29 52 35.25• 5.4:.! 
R ecidivi3t-2 prior een tc:::t >::" s· 
-40-Above . . 9 32 .% * 5 .31 
30-39 .. 28 32 . 11* 6 .05 
20-29 47 34 .23* 5 . 14 
Recidi vi~tr--- 1 prior sentence 
40-Above 29 32. 2 1• 5 .64 
30-39 66 32.61 ° e - -v . -J.:> 
20-29 62 34 . 71* 5 .81 
*Signif i cantly different at the . 01 level of conf i dence f r om t he 
means of the normal and f irs t offender gr oups . 
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Panton's Parole Violator Scale 
The following are the items that make up the scale and the direction 
of scored responses : 
I 
Direction of li I Dircctio:1 oi lt<m Xo. \ 'iol.1 tor 's 
II 
Item X<>. \'i ola.t or's 
R~.::oponse Rcipvnie 
I .,, 
(H T 280 T 
6i T 
ll 
301 T 
89 T 31-l T 
106 T II 323 T 10? 
I T II 3.38 T J.l(i T li 36-'> T 1-li i F li 3:\-l T 
l5i T 1: -!IIJ T 
ISS F 
II 
.lJ~ T 
215 T 453 T 
23-! T 457 T 
253 T ! 4'>6 r · ' 2il T 53; T 
Below are the group means and standard deviations plus the percentages 
of correct classification for Panton's Parole Violator Scale. 
R.1w Score 
t:' 21 
20 
19 
18 
17 
16 
15 
H 
13 
12 
u• 
10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
Mean .. ' . 
. - I 
S.IJ. . . . . 
.. i 
---
M ean / DifT . . . .. . . 
LHorc; -~.---- ~:~-Ns--, 
-II J (:\ ~ 41 ) 
__ I I 
! l I 
l\-"Qi'l\."iO 
(:\ = 
! I 
I ~ ! 
6 
5 
I 3 
3 6 
2 
2 4 
(19 . 5 ~ c) (80 .5 ~;) 
(80 .s:;. J (19.5';0) 
2 4 
4 
4 
5 2 
3 
5 
5 
4 
I 
i .2' 
.3.2-l 
13.95 
3.62 
-------
.... . .. . . . 6 .66 
j!· r~~: . ) . ....... .. . .. .. , . .. 8. 7G • 
·-- - ·----
• l'oin t of g rea test dichotomy. 
•• Signiticant L~yonJ the .01 lcn~l of confidcn(c. 
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Comparison of Mean tvl!\fPI Scores of 41 Parole Non-Violators, 
41 Parole Violators, and 2,198 Prison Admissions 
70 
l ' \ 
.... ,1i\ 
"''~P-~~·p\ I Violators I~ ,t--~ .... -
- :::---. 
' 
'·f \\ k4--"'--t/ ~ / I ' / \I / I Non Violat
1
ors 1 \ 
I 
60 
50 
I I 
D Hy Pd H.f Pn Pt Sc Ha Si 
(Panton, 1962, p. 485) 
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Menn Sample Profi l es on the CPI for Relcv:mt Population Subgroups . 
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Base Expectancy Table, Equations Developed to ~1~~imize the 
Prediction of Successful vs. Unsuccessful Parolees, 
and Descriptive Data on the Initial Sample 
and Cross-validating Sample of Parolees 
Base Expectancy Table C.u.rFOR..'-;IA Yoc:nt AvTH0R !TY R.\ 3:: Exncr>..SC'i 
TABLE, FOR PRE.D!CTC\G SL" CC E55 0:-i P .G•J L:: 
Varbb!e 
1. Offense 
Crimes aga ins t persons 
Crimes aga inst property 
2. County of commi tment 
Group 1 
Group 2 
Group 3 
3. Ag~ at fir st :i.dn;i;sion , to la st birthda:: 
16 o r older 
15 
14 or younge r 
4. Age at r cl~a se to paroic, to ne:n e; t l:. ir.hday : 
9 
0 
10 
5 
0 
12 
6 
0 
18 or older I 10 
17 • 
16 or yo ~tn~~ ' 0 
5 . C ou rt of most r~ccn t co:nmitme:: t 
Juvenile 6 
Adult 0 
1
6. Admission status . 
First adi11i3.:ivn 1 or rt:tu rn with new 
commitment 8 
Retu rn withO'-ll ne·,, C•);n::z~itmrn t 0 
7. R ecord prior to Ca; iivc:.:.c Youth .\ ut::-~ c it~· 
com mitn1ent I 
Ko prio r commit r~1Ul'. a nd no r.;orc ;::a::J !' 
l\1·0 p rio r cdin jll < 'll~ Cc'rltJ.CtS 13 
Ko prior comn:it m"nt ar.d t hrc~ or core 'i 
prior delin c;t:cnt cor:tac ts 5 
Prwr commi tc:1cn t 0 
Equations Developed to Maximize the Prediction of Successful vs. 
UP.~l ~ces sful Parolees 
BE+ C!'l, Success= 2!.32 5 - .JI! Sp 
+ .305So + .23G'c + .4J5C r.J + 
.4~ \llE [IJ 
HE + ?d \I Pr. s~:ccr~s .= 4-.l .5l5 -
.1 5•J,l /f -.1 ~5ra -.326.1!·1 + 
.4 'J.) ll E 12 I 
BE + Cl' l + ~DI! ' l, Success= 
2J . ~ O'J + .2S !C l' f- So + .ZS K P! -Sc 
-.1 9o~ DIPJ -J /f - .0 11\1\ll'l -f 'a + 
.4661\E (3] 
Cl ' l, !'OICCCS5 '-= 45 .07S -- .35 3Sp -
.1~2 S" + .5.12 ::'o + .2l ~~c [ 41 
\1\ \ PI 'ccrr." " r: "•' .. t •5 1 F + 
.. or.sK' - .ossrJ -. JiiS' IJ .. ·' 'c.rra [51 
Cl'l + ~DIP! , Sun ·c;s = 53.31 0 -
.464CI'I -5p + . ~~ ·.'C PJ -S,> + 
.IS6C l'J-Sc -.1 60\D l!' l -F -
.144)1.\li'I -Jia [61 
*The multiplying weights are for use wi th raw scores (K-corrected 
raw scores on the ~-fr\.!PI), and the constants are adjusted so that the 
mean value for an unselected sample of delinquents should approach 50.00 
(See Gough, Wenk, and Rozynko, 1965, pp. 433, 435-436) 
Descriptive Data on the Initial Sample and Cross-validating Sample 
of Parolees. 
I 
V:Irb. blt:! 
. 
Ag~ ~t rdl.!a:'C 
Rase Expcct.tncy 
CI'I 
Do 
Cs 
Sy 
Sp 
Sa 
\\' b 
Rc 
So 
Sc 
To 
Gi 
Cm 
Ac 
Ai 
l e 
Py 
F:t 
Fe 
l\Dfl'f 
L 
F 
1\. 
If s + .5!\ 
D 
I!v 
pj + .~!\ 
J!j 
P11 
Pt +K 
Sc +K 
}.fa + .21\. 
Si 
A 
R 
ES 
• p < .05 . 
•• p 5 .01. 
Initial sample 
Viol.ttnr~ Nonviob tnr;; 
N - 183 N - Z61 
~~~-J_t_j sn 
:?0.1S 1.32 20 .2.) 1.12 
36.0S 7.SS .W.l'J 9.1~ 
21.15 6.0S 20.20 6.01 
15.05 U.'i 1-4.6-l -!.2-l 
21.3S 5.56 20.6i 5.56 
32 .76 6.0-l 31.2.'\ 6.02 
19.-ll -U-l 13.51 -U-l 
3 1.03 5.96 32.-!2 I 6.11 2tl.l-l 5.61 2l.l -1 5./1) 
25.27 4.13 26 .'!3 5.2(> 
2J.S 1 7.50 26. 1-l 1.35 
1-! .63 5.12 15.5 1 5.21) 
16.01 6.35 16 .SI 5.S1 
24.27 3 .22 2-! .53 3.1 i 
20. 13 5.30 20.93 5.2~ 
13.38 -!.1 5 13 .'!2 .\ .21 
30 .56 6 .95 31.03 6..\2 
8.8S 3.01 8.S3 2.69 
S.-!7 3 .30 8 .2-l 3.2:\ 
16.25 3.70 16 .32 3 .5S 
4 .6-l 2.82 -l .S'J 2.56 
10..\5 6.13 9.-lS . 6.56 
12.S(i -l .\!3 I.UO ~ . -~ S 
I.UO -l.-\6 1-l. ~6 S.illl I 2.\ .10 5.2.1 2~ .35 
I 
5.~0 
2!l.St'i . 5.-l~ 2\.tlil 6.10 
30.55 -l.Oi 30 .. ~' -l.~ I 
2.1 .95 .j.-\1) 23.4 I -l'l I 
I l .S3 -! .20 11 .31 .j 2/ 
30 .5-l 6 .. 15 30.16 6.C.n 
3.3.93 S. 23 33.110) 8 . .'') 
2UJ -!.2 ,'\ 23 . IS -H'J 
2:-U;3 8.3 7 2•J .or. iU 1 
I i .27 S.i9 1/ .0J 1).1 ·I 
15.25 -!.02 15 .-!6 
I 
~ 1') 
42 .i6 5.96 -!2 .SS 5.62 I 
--
-
Crou-v:1licbtin ;.: sample 
Viola t o :-~ ~o nviohtnr' 
N 
- · 1J<J .v ~ 165 
diff diff 
.\[ I SD _._lf_l~ 
- 0.0.1 20 .12 I ! .OJ 20.3.> 1.12 -0.21 -~ . 21** 36.0ti I. S.'\ -l0.6S 9.35 - ~.61 .. 
O )~ li 20 .61 s.so 20 .1i l 5.95 O.Oii 
0.-!1 l.i.3S u s J.+ .-+6 .j .·l'> 0.92 
0.71 20 .1)3 5.0-l 21) .<)( ) 5.06 0.03 
1.-t.'\ ' 32. 21) 5.76 3l..i9 5 .90 0.61 
0 .-;-t · 19.-!2 3.91 IS./ 5 -l .O .'i 0.61 
-0..1-·-l .11.52 6 ./ll _31.(,; 6 .-li -0.15 
-1.00 20.00 5.115 20.6 1 5 .. '3 -0.61 
- 1 .6r.·~ 2·1.11 -l-'10 2r>.'- I 5.5'! - 2.01 ·• 
-:2 . 33~* ? ' --_ .) , II 8.05 25/>1 i .-l 1 - l. S~ · 
-0.~3 1·U7 5 .90 15 01 5 .31 -0.30 
-0 .1)6 16.-!1 6.23 11 .05 S.S:-i -0.63 
-0.3 1 23 .i -l 3.il.J 2U5 3.23 -O.S 1• 
-0.80 l \!.51 5 .66 20 cH 5.1lS -1.01 
-0.5-l 13 .39 4 .61 l..i .19 .\ I-\ 0.2-l 
-O.H 30..\S 6 .-:;o 30.12 6..\7 O .. ;li 
0 .05 S.6S 2. ::;6 8.92 3 .. )0 -0.2-l 
0.23 3.51 3 .15 7. 7l) 3. -! 5 0.72 
-0.07 16..\0 3.52 16 .16 3.63 0.2-l 
-0.25 -l .'.JI 2 . .".1 -l .CJO 2..+5 0.01 
0.97 11.25 i .36 9.12 6.32 1.53 
-O.H 12'11 
I 
5/>-l 11 .01 -l. 7'! 0.25 
-0.26 l -l.o5 5.1l5 1-+.13 -~-~ i 0 ~ -, 
-0.25 23.5S s.nt 23.~6 5 .1 1 o .. i 2 
-0.1-l 21.2~ 5.37 21>.26 5.S1 0.93 
0 .22 jl).~l ) .j ; 1 2<1.-l/ 5.03 1.33 
OAS ?' --
-·'·'I ..; .')5 22.fJS .j<J; O.i9 O .. i2 12 .il0 -\ .16 11 .6 1 -! .33 0 .~9 
-0.22 JO.~S 6 .51 30 .Yi 5.92 0.52 
0.93 3-1.'5 '\ ·-..... .).) 3.l.ll5 1>.!11 1.80 
1.05* 2U·i .j<J2 23.01) 5.02 1.-!..; .. 
-0.23 29 .3 2 8.3·1 2 ~.:::2 6. II 03) 
0.2i I 7 .~ 1 '.(j) I I .-!5 S.lG 0 .31 
-0.21 1-! .0-; .j .(J) 15 . 13 3 .7 1 -O. i5 
- 0 . 12 -i2 .S5 5.56 -±3 .1 1 I 5.69 -0.26 
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Appendix E 
Form Used to Record Demographic Data 
Taken from Inmate Central Files 
DATA ELEMENT Columns 
SENTENCE DATA -- - - - - --- - -- - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- L.l._ _ __,_________~. _ _,________.__ 
D I SCI-Ll\RGE DATE- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - ~....I _J..__--L---1----L-.L__.__J 
PAROLE ELIGIBILITY DATE------------------ .__I _.....___----'----+------'---+------' 
OFFENSE OF CURRE\T COJo.l!vliTMENT------------
LENGTH OF SENTENCE (YEARS)---------------
(Implied decimal - xxx .y) 
l=wJ 
l=wJ 
I I TER.tv!INATION DATE------------------------- '--[ _...L.___J__.L.____.J._~l--___l 
OCCUPATION------------------------------- I I I 
~DTIONAL MATURITY----------------------- D 
LONGEST PREV. INCARCERATION (~ONTHS)----- Cl 
LONGEST TI!v!E IN COMMUNITY (MONTI-IS)------- I I 
# CONVICTIONS FOR MISD~IEANORS----------- I 
# SEPARATE FELONY CONVICTIONS- -----------
TOTAL CONVICTIONS (ALL OFFENSES)--------- I 
# OF PREVIOUS INCARCER\TIONS------------- U_l 
# OF JUVENILE CONVICTIONS (TO AGE 17)---- I 
202 
1-6 
7-12 
13-18 
19-22 
23-26 
27-32 
33-35 
36 
37-39 
40-42 
43-44 
45-46 
47- -+S 
49-5 0 
51-52 
DATA ELEMENT 
AGE AT FIRST CONVICTION -----------------
TOTAL MONTHS IN BAND/OR C CUSTODY-------
~IONTI-IS IN A CUSTODY PRIOR TO W. R.--------
CUSTODY PRIOR TO 1\T.R.--------------------
DATE ASSIGNED TO W.R.--------------------
TYPE OF TEffi~IN4T ION----------------------
DATE OF VIOLATION- -----------------------
# ADJ1JSTMENT REPORTS THIS INCARCERATION- -
SUBJECT ~ffiER- --- - -------------------- - -
MINii\IUM-i\fA.XIM!JI'vf SECURITY-----------------
INSTITUTIONAL ~ER---------------------
DATE OF BIRTH---------------------------- ._[ --'---~----''------'----------'---' 
MONTHS IN B CUSTODY----------------------
MONTHS IN C CUSTODY----------------------
# PRIOR ESCAPES--------------------------
PAROLE VIOLATIONS------------------------
DATA ELEMENT 
PAROLE ELIGIBILITY ADJUSTMENT (tvDNTHS)-----
(Implied decimal - xxx .y) 
COLUMNS 
204 
28 -31 
I 1 I 74 
SUBJECT ~ffiER----- ---------------- ------- - ~-----1 __,__j _____.._-+---! 2-----'l 7 6- 7 9 
~ffiER OF PREVIOUSLY SUCCESSFUL FURLOUGHS1 -
~~ITAL STATUS 2- ------- -- --- ---- ------ -----
3 TO WHQ\1 FURLOUGHED ------------------------
KEY : 
1 ENTER Nl.Jiv!BER 
2~~IED = 1, SINGLE = 2, DIVORCED = 3, SEPARATED = 4 
3WIFE == 1, PARENTS == 2, RELATIVE = 3, OTHER = 4 
81-83 
83-84 
85-86 
Appendix F 
Example of Letter of Authorization to Conduct 
Research with Virginia Prison Inmates 
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-! : ... CHE'.' JR 
'~GOR 
COh1M·01\T\VEJiLTri of VIRGINIA 
Depa rtment of Corrcct z.ons 
Division of Adult Srrc .. •iccs 
ClassJjication !.;- ·rr,·:umcnt Services 
3JI7 lf'cs l C !..1y Stree t 
Riclm: ond, T'a. 232JO 
... 
HEHORA.\'DlJ")! 
TO: ;~ . J . J . ~ox , ~arden 
POl.'~"'-3. ~.:: r! Cor:r3ctio r:.3. l .~o~:-; l cx 
Rudy F. Guillen , Jr . - Assistant Director 
)lJE.J: Furlough Projec t 
'his rr:t.::r. or.:mduo \,""ill serve:. as authorization for }fs. Sharon Good,,ill to 
n tervj C'..J irmate s a t yocr institution in conjunction \o.rith a fur; ough 
r oj ect being conducted . 
l ense give her any support that sl1e mi~ht need ~hilc conducting these 
nt e rvi ews . Your cooperation i s sincerely appreciated~ 
:G/a j 
-· 
:: A. T. Robinson 
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WILUAM s o·-::.cr s 
A T. J<OG.·• :.o"' 
AS..SOCIA T[ O lR!:C TIA;:;; 
RUOY F. GUILLLN JR. 
J o co~ 
ASSlS 'r ••• ,... rr om E c. To f<S 
' 
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r.f('ans, Standard Deviations, T-Values, and 
Significance Levels for Demographic 
Variables Not Reported in Chapter IV 
St:mdard Significance 
Variable Cases ~lean Deviation T-Value Level 
i\unber of Juvenile (S) 252 (S) . 85 (S) l. 51 1. 13 N.S. Convictions (F) 231 en l. 03 (F) 1.86 
i\umher of .-\djust- (S) 252 (S) l. OS (S ) 2.3 7 
. 15 N.S . 
ment Reports (F) 159 (r) l. OS (F) l. 60 
i\umber of Prior (S) 252 (S) .06 (S) . 24 l. 07 N.S. Escapes (F) :31 (F) .09 (F) .31 
A ~tonths Past Parole (S) 11-l (S)-l0.66 (S) 13 . 69 1.27 N.S. Eligibility (F) 87 (F) -8.1 0 (F) 9.63 
Age at Furlough (S) 252 (S) 30 . ~2 (S) 8.83 
. 52 N.S . Rele:Jse (F) 230 (F) 29 . 36 (F) 8. 29 
Age at Current (S) 251 (S) 27 . 03 (S) 9. 64 
. so N.S . Com·iction (F) 231 (F) 27 . 39 (F) 8.37 
Age at Parole (S) 252 (S) 30.q:) (S) 9. 6.: 
.76 N.S. Eligibility (F) 2:4 (r:) 30.:-l (F) 8.37 
.tn·erage T ir.1e (S) 251 (S) l. 5-l (S) l. ;2 1.11 beth·ecn Convictions (F) 229 (F) l. 71 (F) 1. 65 
Age at First (S) 251 (S) 19 . 20 (S) 5. 08 
• OS N.S . Conviction (F) 116 (F) 19.16 (F) 5.--13 
8 i\umher of Adjust- (S) 252 (S ) l. 08 (S) 2.37 . 98 N.S. ment Reports (F) 117 (F) . 88 (F) l. -16 
i\umher of Prior (S) 252 (S) . 06 (S) . 2-1 1.11 N.S. Escapes (F) 117 (F) . 09 (f) .29 
209 
Table (Cont . ) 
StJ.r.L~ard Significance 
Variable Cases He an Deviat ion T-\'alue Level 
,. 
Age J.t Furlough (S) 252 (S) 30.22 (S) 8 . 83 
.40 N.S. Release (F) 117 (F) 29.32 (F) 8.97 
Age at Current (S) 251 (S) :7 . 03 (S) 7. 93 
. 47 N.S . Conviction (F) 117 (F) 27 . 46 (F) 8 . 19 
~kmths Past (S) 11-1 (S)-10 . 66 (S) 18.69 1. 04 N.S. Parole Eligibili:y (F) 65 (F) -8.-12 (F) 10.24 
Age at Parole (S) 252 (S) 30 . 88 (S) 9 . 64 
. 93 N.S. Eligibilit~ (F) 117 (F) 29.89 (F) 9.00 
A\·erc.ge Time (S) 251 (S) 1. 5-l (S) 1. 72 1. OS ;-.J .S. Bet~<:een Convictions (F) 116 (F) 1. 37 (F) l. 29 
~1or.~h s Pr:c•::cus (S) 252 (S) 12 . 0-1 (S) 19.95 1. ~l N.S. IncJ.rcecation (F) 117 (F) 15.32 (F) 25.8b 
N=bcr of ~fis- (S) 252 (S) 6. 26 (S) 6.91 
. 5-l N.S . de~eanrJrs (F) 117 (F) 6. 68 (F) 6.67 
J';u-:Jber oi Juvc- (S) 252 (S) .85 (S) 1. 51 l. 63 ~ . s. 
nile Convictions (F) 117 (F) l. 22 (F) 2.21 
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Distribution Percentages, Chi-Square Values and 
Significance Levels for t hose Category 
Variables not Reported in Chapter IV* 
% (S) .1nd % of To t:J. l Chi Degr ees of Signi: ic:nce 
Offense Recede (F) Cases Cases Squar e Freedom Leve l 
Theft (S) 6.4 13.9 (F) 7. 5 
E"l: tort -For gery (S) 1.5 4.5 3.0 
Arson (S) 9.4 18.0 (F) 8. 6 
Drugs (S) 6.4 11.1 12. 102 7 N. S. (F) 4. 7 
Robbery (S) 12. 2 25 . ') (F) 13 . 7 
Assa• 1l t, \\"capon (S) 2. l 4. 9 ( F) 2. 8 
!\iJna;:> , Sex Assault (S) 1. 7 4. 7 (F) 3. 0 
Ho~1iciCe (S) 10 . 7 16 . -(F) 6. 2 
To~al Percent (S) 50 . 5 16. 9 en 6. 2 
* The ioll01·: i r.g da t:J is Tota l D.Jt:J onl y. 
0, (S) and o. of Tot:~l Chi Degrees of Significance ·o b 
Occupation Recod(; (F) Cases Cases Square Freedom Level 
Service :md (S) - '1 ' -i 4, 6 Uncr:1p 1 o;:ed (F) 3,1 
Semiskilled (S) 43 , 7 80,5 5.027 2 N.S. (F) 36.9 
Skilled, Clerico.l (S) 7. 0 14 . 9 (F) 7.9 
Total Percent (S) 52,2 100 . 0 (F) 47.8 
Marit::l Sto.tus 
RccoJe: Ccr'.bining % (S) 3nd % of Total Chi Degrees of Signific3nce 
Single/Ji , .. /S.:p . (F ) C3ses Cases Square Freedom Level 
~!3r rieu (S) 17,3 30.1 (F) 12.9 2.01..; 1 :--l . S. 
Sin;;le, Di\·orced (S) 3-i.7 69.9 (F) 35 . 1 
Tot:ll Percent (S) 52 . 0 100 . 0 (F) 48 . 0 
~brital St3tUS 
Ever ~'b rr i ed % (S) and go of Tot3l Chi Degrees of Signif iGmce 
vs . Single (F) Cases Cases Squ3re Freedom Le,;el 
Ever ,\!o. r: ied (S) 23.7 47. 6 (F) 23.9 
Single (5) 28.3 52.-l . 63:51 1 ~:. s . (F) 24 .1 
Towl Percent (S) 52.0 100. 0 (F) 48 . 0 
.\gc Fi ·st Convic tion o. (S) and % of Tot:Jl Chi Degrees of Signific:Jnce 0 
Bivari2te 15 en C:1ses Cases Squ.:ne F~cdcm Le\·e 1 
U;--.J2r 16 (S) ll . 9 22 . 7 (F) 10 . 8 
16 and ever (S) ~0 . 5 77 . 3 . 0074 1 :-l .S. (F) :06 . 8 
Tot:Jl Percent (S) 52 . 4 100.0 (F) .J7 . 6 
To ~\:1om Furloughed 
Bi\·ari3te : \1ife or % (S) and of Total Chi De~ree:s of Sign if ic.:mce 
Parent/Other (F) Cases C35C'S Squ::1rc FrcccoJ:l Le1·e1 
\\'ife cr Parent (S) 35.5 57.7 (F) 51.7 
Other (S) 16 . 7 42 . 3 . 7788 l :\ . 5 . (F) 16.1 
Tot3l Per(:cnt (S) 53.1 100.~ (F) -!6.9 
RclGtion lO Parole 0 (S) and % of Tot::1l Chi Deg rees of Signific2ncc ., 
Bi1·ari;:J te (F) C::!SCS Cases Squ:1re f reedom Level 
Past P:1 role Date (S) 29 . 1 57 . 7 (F) 28 . 6 
No Yet E1i:;ible (S) 2-l. 0 4~ . 3 l. 632 1 :-l . S. (F) 13 . 3 
Tot:Jl Percent (S) ;3 . 1 100 . 0 (F) 46 . 9 
% (S) and '; of To tal Chi DegTees of Signifi<:~'1CC 
OEense Recode (F) Cases Case s Squa re Freedo8 Level 
Theft (S) -£.5 13. 6 (F) 5.1 
Extort- Forge ry (S) 2.0 3.7 (F) 1.7 
Arson (S) 12 . 5 21.2 (F) 8. 3 
Drugs (S) s.s 12.5 10.42~ 7 N. S . (F) 4.0 
Robbe ry (S) 16.1 23.5 (!") 4.0 
Ass:w l t, l'.'e;:;?cn (S) 2.8 4.5 (F) 1.7 
Kidnap, Sex Assault (S) 2 . 3 3.7 (F) 1.4 
HO!:licije (S) ]J.~ 17. 3 (F) 3.1 
Total Percent (S) 66 . 9 100 . 0 (F) 33 . 1 
*The fol2v·.·:in6 tables arc \"ir:;ini~ Do t a Alone 
9o (S) :JnJ ' of Total Chi Degrc~s of Si~nificJ.nC2 
' Occup:ttion Rec:)(1c (F) Cases C:Jscs Squc!l'C Frec,icc.t Lc\·cl 
Secvicc and (S) 1. 9 3.5 Uncr~ploreci (F) 1.6 
Semi skilled (S) - - 1 ::J/ ."" 81. s . 316 2 )I . S . (F) ~ . -.:.. "+ . ! 
Skilled , CJcric:tl, (S) 9. 2 14. 6 Sales, Professional (F) S. J 
To t:ll Pe rce!l. t (S) 68 .3 100 . 0 
(F) 31.7 
~1arita1 Status 
Recede Combining % (S) and % of Total Chi Degrees of Significance 
Single/Div . /Sep. (F) Cases Cases Square 
' 
Freedor1 Le\·e1 
~tarried (S) 22.6 33.0 (F) 10 . ~ 
Single, Divorced , (S) 45.5 67. 0 .000 1 N.S. 
or Sep:uated (F) 21.5 
Total Percent (S) 68 . 1 100.0 (F) 31.9 
Age Firs t Conviction % (S) and go of Total Chi Degrees of Significance 
Bi\·ariate 15 (F) Cases Cases Square Freedo•n Le\·el 
Under 16 (S) 15.5 24. 5 (F) 7. 3 
16 or over (S) 53.0 75 . 5 .007 1 N.S. (F ) 24 .2 
Total Percent (S) 68 . 1 100 . 0 (F) 31.9 
To ',·,'hem r rloughed 
Bi\·ariate: ~·: i[c or % (S) anJ of Tota l Chi Degrees of Significance 
Paren t /Other (F) Cases Cases Square Freedom Le\·e1 
\l'i fe or Parent (S) 46.3 68.7 (F) 22.3 
Otr:'"r (S) 21.8 31.3 . 079 1 N. S . en 9.5 
Total Pe rcent rr, 'JS .l ~.,..:::; ) 100.0 (F) 31.9 
Rel atjon to Parole % (S) and % of Total 
Bivariate (F) Cases CJses 
Past Parole Dnte (S) 37.4 51.5 (F) 14.1 
Not Yet Eligible (S) 30.9 48.5 (F) 17. 6 
Total Percent (S) 68. 3 100.0 (F) 31. 7 
Chi Degrees of 
Squ:ue freedom 
:).004 l 
Significance 
Level 
N.S. 
N 
I-' 
Q\ 
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CORRELATION COEFFICIB~S FOR D~DGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
Pearson Correlation Coefficients and Significance 
Levels for the Demographic Variables 
Below are intercorrelations for the Total Data between the variable : 
success/failure on furlough and all other variables for 1vhich the 
correlation is significant at the . 05 level or above . The exceptions 
are variable: age at first conviction, and variable: relationship 
t o parole eligibility, which are not significant at the .05 level but 
are included because they are variables used in the restricted dis-
criminant analysis. Table 24 presents the above intercorrelations for the 
Virginia Data Alone. The variable: emotional maturity raw score, 
though not significant at the .05 l evel for the Virginia Data, is included 
because it is used in the Virginia Data Alone restricted discriminant 
analysis. 
Intercorrelations Between the Variable: Success/Failure on 
Furlough and Other Demogr aphic Variables for the Total Data 
Variable 
Length of Term* 
Emotional Maturity 
Raw Score* 
Months of Previous 
Incarcer ation 
Success/Failure on Furlough 
Correlation Numbci· of Significance 
Coef ficient Cases Leve l 
-.2536 471 .001 
-.2748 478 .001 
.0 0:?. ~ 483 . 021 
Success/Failure on Furlough 
Correlation Nwnber of Significance 
Variable Coefficient Cases Level 
Nwnber of Misdemeanors - . 1088 483 . 008 
Number of Felonies . 1581 483 . 001 
Number of Previous 
Incarcerations .1298 483 . 002 
Age at First 
Conviction* - . 0353 480 . 220 
Number of Parole 
Violations* .3043 483 . 001 
Number of Prior 
Furloughs* -.2860 478 . 001 
!vlari t al Status .1276 481 .003 
~lonths to Discharge 
Date -.1926 478 . 001 
Relationship to 
Parole Eligibility* - . 0563 475 . llO 
~lonths Remaining to 
Parole Eligibility -.2142 274 . 001 
Months Served Prior 
to Furlough* - .1387 481 . 001 
TotJ l Number of 
Convictions . 1695 483 .oo: 
Age at Time of 
Discharge Eligibility - . 1486 479 . 001 
Emot j r .... . 1.1 ~ktturity 
Recode -. 2239 483 . 001 
t>1arital Status Recode : 
Combining Divorced and 
Separated* .1245 481 . 003 
Success/Failure on Furlough 
Variable 
Marital Status Recode: 
!'-tarried and Single/ 
Divorced and Separated 
To Whom Furloughed 
Bivarate : Wife/Other 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.1388 
- . 0885 
Number of 
Cases 
481 
479 
Significance 
Level 
. 001 
. 026 
*Variables included in the restricted discriminant analyses. 
Intercorrelations Between the Variable : Success/Failure 
on Furlough and Other Demographic Variables 
for the Virginia Data Alone 
Success/Failure on Furlough 
Variable 
Length of Term 
Emotional ~1a turi ty 
Rah" Scores* 
Number of Felonies 
Number of Previous 
Incarcerations 
Number of Juvenile 
Convictions 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.1905 
- . 0827 
.1343 
.1 221 
. 0971 
Number of Significance 
Cases Level 
357 . 001 
368 . 057 
369 .005 
369 .009 
369 .031 
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Variable 
NliDlber of Parole 
Violations 
NliDlber of Prior 
Furloughs* 
Marital Status 
Months to Discharge 
Date* 
Relationship to 
Parole Eligibility 
Months Remaining to 
Parole Eligibility 
?'-lonths Senred Prior 
to Furlough 
Total NlUTlber of 
Convictions* 
Age at Tin1e of Dis-
charge Eligibil ity 
Offense Recode 
Marital Status Recode 
Combining Divorced and 
SeparateJ 
Marital St atus Recode 
~~rried/Single and 
Divorced/Separated 
;.!ari 1:al Status Recode 
Ever Married and 
Single 
To Whom Furloughed 
Bivariate: Wife/Other* 
Success-Failure on Furlough 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.1315 
-.248 9 
.1103 
- .1 997 
-.1 314 
-. 2086 
- .1300 
. 1571 
-.1504 
-.1353 
.lll2 
.1 0H 
-.1406 
-. 1673 
NliDlber of 
Cases 
369 
369 
367 
366 
369 
. 90 
368 
369 
366 
353 
367 
367 
367 
367 
Significance 
Level 
. 006 
.001 
. 017 
. 001 
. 006 
.002 
.006 
.001 
.002 
. 005 
. 017 
. 001 
.003 
.001 
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Inter correl ations Between Those Vari abl es Used in the 
Restricted Discriminant Analys is for the Total Data 
Vari:1ble (r ) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) 
Len~th of Tenn (A) 
E:no t io:1al '.latur i ty 
Ra\·i Score (B) -. 0900 
Age at First 
Conviction (C) .0839 .1 33-l 
:--'umber oi Parole 
Violations (D) - . 1433 -. 2764 - . l.\66 
(.;u:-~bc r of Py-i.or 
Furloughs (E) . 5626 . 0061 . O.JS.J - . 0753 
Rcl:.!tionship to 
P<rol Eligibility (!-') . 4.\51 -. 09-lJ .0713 -. 1001 . 5273 
~1onths Ser:ed Prior 
to Furlough (G) . 7u~O - .1 031 .0815 - .06-l5 . 3090 . 0397 
~!..1.rit:1l St::!tl!S 
Conbin:n .; Di\·orccd 
and Scp:Ir:JccJ (H) - . 0131 - . 1597 . 0246 . 078-l - . llS.J -. 04 28 . 0253 
To ;·.1~on Furl cu£;1-.c-d 
Bl'::.ri~lt~: ',lic-e/ 
Ot::c-r (I) . 0~-t-: -.1609 -. 09-16 . 05 S) . 01-19 . 0093 . 051~ . 593~ 
Intercorrelations Between Those Variables Used in the 
Restricted Discriminant Analysis for the Virginia Data Alone 
Variable (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 
Emotional Maturity (A) 
Raw Score 
Number of Prior 
Furloughs (B) -.0600 
Months to Dis-
charge Date (C) -.1654 . 5443 
Total Number of 
Convictions (D) -. 2258 -.0055 -.0034 
~larital Status 
Combining Divorced 
and Separated (E) -.1500 -.1310 .0283 . 0781 
To Whom Furloughed 
Bivariate: Wife/ 
Other (F) -.1520 . 0148 .0570 - . 0158 .5944 
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Number of Cases, Chi -Square Val ues , Degrees of Fr eedom and 
Significance Level s for Fact or Ratio Scor es on t he SORT 
-r 
High & L01v f1 
Above Bel ow Chi Significance 
Var i::tble A\·erage Average Average Square Level 
\•U! ·cs) ll (S) 18 (S) 3 
(F) 13 (F ) 19 (F) 9 2.116 N.S. 
(T) 24 (T) 37 (T) 12 
D :~! (S) 15 (S) 16 (S) l * 
(F) 14 (F) 19 (F) 3 3.1 53 N.S. 
(T) 29 (T) 35 (T) 9 
F- : F (S) 6 (S) 25 (S) l 
(F) 10 ( F) 27 (F) 4 . 680 N.S. 
(T) 16 (T) 52 (T) 5 
~!::FC : G (S) 10 (S) 16 (S) 6 
( F) 9 ( F) 2~ (F) 8 . 839 N.S. 
(T) 19 (T) 40 (T) 14 
H: P: :.-\ (S) 18 (S) 11 (S) 3 
(F) 16 ( F) 19 ( F) 6 l. 268 N.S. 
(T) 34 (T) 30 (T) 9 
F:~-! (S) 10 (S) 19 (S) 3 
(F) 13 (F) 19 (F) 9 2. 316 N.S. 
(T) 23 (T) 38 (T) 12 
FC:~! (S) H (S) 15 (S) 3 
(F) 13 (F) ?- (F) 5 . 559 N.S. _.) 
(T) 27 (T) 38 (T) 8 
CF : FC (S) 11 (S) 21 (S) 0 
(F) 12 (F) 28 ( F) l . 0~ 6 N.S. 
(T) ?- (T) 49 (T) 1 _ .) 
~! : :FC:I-1 (S) 16 (S) 13 (S) 3 
(F) 15 (F) z~t ( f) 2 l. 378 N. S. 
(T) 31 (T) 37 (T) 5 
p.,f: 'I (SI 15 (S) 15 (S) 2 
( F) 1- (F) :4 ( f) 4 . 999 N. S. _.) 
(T) 23 (T) 39 (T) 6 
High & Lo11 & 
Above BelOI-i Chi .Signi fic.:mce 
Variable Aver~ige Average Aver.1ge Square Le':el 
F: :S:Fch (S) 6 (S) 17 (S) 9 
(F) 5 (F) 16 (F) ~0 2.122 N.S . 
(T) ll (T) .).) (T) 29 
R-!:F-: : F : ~! (S) l (S) (S) 9 
(F) 5 (F) :9 (F) 7 1. ~31 N. S. 
(T) 6 (T) 51 (T) 16 
Q· D (S) ll (S) lS (S) 3 
(F) 15 (F) 20 (F) 6 . 363 N.S. 
(T) 26 (T) 38 (T) 9 
(T) is the total number of cases per category 
*· Yates correction h·as :1pplied Hhcn exrcctcc.l frcquer.cies fell beloh· 5. 
Stone's fi vc ratings here condensed in to three bec:1use of \·ery small 
c,;ll frequencies for the High ;md Lo~> ratings. 
N = 3~ for the potential furlough success group 
~ = 4l ror the potential furlough failure group 
N = 73 for the total nun;ber of subjects 
Degrees of Freedom = 2 
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The chi square critical value for significance at the . OS le\·el 
1s 5 . 99 . The critical value for significance at the .20 level is 3.22 . 
The D:;.! factor ratio variable, with a chi square of 3 . 153, is close to 
the . 20 significance l evel. The S+F+Dd factor , a measure of compulsivity 
J 
on the SORT, was scored either pres ent or absent . 
Vari:.1ble Present Absent Chi SquaTe S . 0 1ifi.C2.:'1Ce Level 
s F Dd (S) 7 (S ) 29 .) 
J (F) 7 (F) 34 .... / ,- N.S . • .)Qj 
(T) 10 (T) 63 
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Means, Standard Deviations, T-Values, and Significance 
Levels of the 15 Factor Standard Scores on the SORT 
Standard Significance 
Factor Mean Deviation T-Value Level 
w (S) 47.97 (S) 9.29 
. 479 N.S . (F) 48.98 (F) 8.37 
D (S) 47.16 (S) 8. 77 
. 670 N.S . (F) 48.56 (F) 8.76 
Dd (S) 54.13 (S) 11.91 
. 766 N.S . (F) 52.12 (F) 9. 55 
s (S) 45.86 (S) 7.69 
. 623 N.S . (F) 47.02 (F) 7.74 
F (S) 48.13 (S) 8.64 
. 236 N.S . (F) 48.71 (F) 7. 83 
F- (S) 51.22 (S) 5.61 1. 971 N.S. (F) 48.05 (F) 7.48 
M (S) 43.97 (S) 8.59 1.662 N.S. (F) 48.00 (F) 11.21 
Rvl (S) 51.84 (S) 10.92 
. 172 N.S . (F) 51.44 (F) 8.91 
FC (S) 46.25 (S) 6.57 
. 161 N.S . (F) 46.54 (F) 8.08 
CF (S) 37.53 (S) 10.65 
. 986 N.S . (F) 39.76 (F) 8.36 
Fch (S) 48.59 (S) 8.29 
. 919 N.S . (F) 50.68 (F) 10.36 
A (S) 51.84 (S) 8.58 
. 751 N.S . (F) 50.10 (F) 10.52 
Standard Significance 
Factor He an Deviation T-Value Level 
H (S) 44 . 97 (S) 9.99 1.402 N.S . (F) 48 . 10 (F) 8. 78 
p (S) 34.31 (S) 7. 44 1.405 N.S . (F) 37.27 (F) 9. 73 
0 (S) 41.53 (S) 12.44 
. 557 N.S . (F) 43 . 17 (F) 12.21 
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V:tri n! l1C 
---- -· 
Poten t ia· 
l'url u 1g l. 
:-,uccv ~s 
t:roup 
Potcnti. 1 
Fur l oll[,!: 
F;.t ilun· 
Group 
Djstribution of Potential Furlough Success and FaiJure Cases among 
t he Ten H'·fPI ProfiJ e Groups .i_n ~ legargee ' s CJ ass ihcat ion System 
and the "Invalid" and "Unclassif-i able" Categories 
It em Easy Baker 1\bl e George Delta Jupiter Foxrrut Charlie llo14 111\:)llid llnc1assi fjnb1e(?) 
13 1 1 4 2 s l 3 ] 1 1 
8 1 4 4 2 3 l 3 2 5 
N 
vi 
0 
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Examples of Responses to the Questions in the 
Structured Interview 
Question When you leave prison what do you want to do? 
Reasonable Responses 
"Get married, have a family, and be a truck driver." 
"Settle in and go to work." 
"I have a job waiting. I'll live with my mother." 
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"Open up a small auto shop with my brother in the future. First I'll 
get a job and take a year to focus in." 
"Get married, get a job, and try to buy a home." 
"Get into construction and live a regular life." 
"Go to work and make money so I can live near the beach with my family." 
"I want to repair dental equipment and electrical stuff and have a 
regular Jife." 
"I'm going back to the job I had on the street with an insulation company. 
I want to live s lower and be family oriented ." 
''Sign painting, printer's helper, something in corrnnercial art. ~ly goal 
is t o be a portrait painter." 
"Be an electrician; whatever an old man does on the street." 
"Get me a job working for the candy company . I'd like to play music in 
a band." 
"I plan to do alot. I'll be a heavy equipment operator for six months 
and then go to school to finish my forestry degr ee ." 
"Get a job; make a living." 
Unreasonable responses 
"Sing and travel around the country with a band." 
"Go to school and get a Ph.D. in sociology." 
"Have nice clothes and live a comfortable life." 
"I like to live the bes t way there is." 
"Travel around the country." 
"Open my own business and be my own man." 
"Continue college and live comfortably." 
"Get my wife and kids back together and buy a home." 
Question: KL~~ ;,_..:.n0 of person do ;v~- :::..:e as a friend? 
Implies outside community thought 
"Nice church people, respectful and kind; that help people." 
"A good family man . " 
".'\ working man who takes care of his family . " 
"Someone who \;W.'lts to get something out of life and words hard." 
"Someone who is reliable and upstanding in the corrnnunity." 
Generally recognized positive traits 
"Steady, even tempered, dependable." 
"Someone who doesn't use other people for gain." 
"Not loud or anything ." 
"Someone who thinks positive." 
"Someone who knmvs what he wants and speaks what he feels . " 
"Open and above board." 
"An active person who is mature . " 
"Sincere, honest and genuine . " 
"Good and kind people." 
"No one looking for trouble ." 
"Stabl e people." 
Suggestive of dependant tendancies 
" If you have problems, you can talk to them." 
"Help you carry your burdens." 
''People who understand you . '' 
"Support you and offer ideas ." 
"Be a big brother or big sister." 
"Friends who stay behind me and stick with me ." 
Neutral traits 
"People who play cards ." 
''A nice personality.'' 
"Same interests I have." 
"Mus icians in a band ." 
"The \-Jay they carry themselves." 
"Common interests." 
"Friends with different interests in many things ." 
"Easy going , happy-go-lucky ." 
"People who function on the same level I do ." 
"Don't know if I like a person unti l I meet him." 
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Question : If you were asked to give some advice to a person coming 
into the system for the first time, what would it be? 
References to get ting out of prison or participating in rehabilitation 
programs 
"Do the best you can and try to get out." 
"Get involved in programs that will benefit you \·, ,~ . c ycm leave ." 
'dake the best of it and t ry to learn how not to come back." 
"Stay on the right track to get out." 
"Learn all you can :=m stay out of here ." 
"Do something beneficial for yourself when you get back into society." 
"Try to get into the programs ." 
References to getting out of prison (cont.) 
"Look ahead . Plan your life for >vhen you get out." 
"Further your ability to be better in society." 
"Find a place in society. You need goals ." 
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"Look at yourself to see what got you in here. See how that applies 
to your whole life and work through the issues." 
"Build a close relationship with family and friends on the outside ." 
"Listen to your parents more closely." 
"Stay on the right track to get out." 
References to taking care of self and being cautious in dealings 
with others 
"Leave others' stuff alone." 
"Stay away from trouble-makers.'' 
"Stay away from bad people." 
"Don't become bitter." 
''Be a man.'' 
"Believe in yourself and remain an individual." 
''Don't accept anything from anyone. '' 
"Stay away from crowds and pick your friends wisely." 
''Don' t make quick friends .'' 
''Don't get obligated to anyone .'' 
''Don 't listen to anybody who will put you in a position to cause you 
damage." 
"Trust yourself, take care of yourself." 
"Tell yourself the truth." 
"If you can't find anyone to be friends with, stay to yourself." 
·~~intain a high level of self respect. Act like a man; be treated like 
a man.'' 
"Don't take up what other inmates do." 
''Stand back and observe people before corrrrni tting yourself.'' 
"Keep to yourself until someone comes to you. Then figure out where 
they're coming from." 
"Wear shields like a horse. Don't look to either side; mind your own 
business." 
References to obeying the rules and staying out of trouble 
"Realize you are under someone else's rule. You can't do what you want." 
"Abide by the rules." 
"Do what is supposed to be done." 
"Have good conduct." 
"Start doing right as soon as you hit the system." 
''Get along with officials.'' 
"Go straight and keep out of trouble." 
"Obey c:::-le:::-s. \!e'/er hassle guards." 
"Do what you're told; stay out of trouble and don't buck the system." 
"Stay free of charges." 
"Do what you 're told; don't argue." 
"Keep your nose clean." 
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A 
B 
Unstandardized Discriminant Function Coefficients 
for the Total Data and the Virginia Data Alone 
Variable 
Length of Term 
To hlhom Furloughed Bivariate: 
Wife/Other 
Rel ationship to Parole 
Eligibility 
Months Served Prior to Furlough 
Emotional Maturity Raw Score 
Number of Parole Violations 
Mar i tal Status Combining 
Divorced and Separated 
Constant 
To Whom Furloughed 
Marital Status Combining 
Divorced and Separated 
Number of Prior Furloughs 
Months to Discharge Date 
Total Number of Convictions 
Emotional Maturity Raw Score 
Constant 
Unstandardized Coefficient 
.03383 
1. 20153 
-.01956 
-. 01199 
. 39716 
-.51090 
-.58460 
-2.24903 
1. 87876 
-.93150 
.12656 
.00179 
-.07464 
. 24267 
-2.46902 
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